
This is a digital copy of a book that was preserved for generations on library shelves before it was carefully scanned by Google as part of a project 
to make the world's books discoverable online. 

It has survived long enough for the copyright to expire and the book to enter the public domain. A public domain book is one that was never subject 
to copyright or whose legal copyright term has expired. Whether a book is in the public domain may vary country to country. Public domain books 
are our gateways to the past, representing a wealth of history, culture and knowledge that's often difficult to discover. 

Marks, notations and other marginalia present in the original volume will appear in this file - a reminder of this book's long journey from the 
publisher to a library and finally to you. 

Usage guidelines 

Google is proud to partner with libraries to digitize public domain materials and make them widely accessible. Public domain books belong to the 
public and we are merely their custodians. Nevertheless, this work is expensive, so in order to keep providing this resource, we have taken steps to 
prevent abuse by commercial parties, including placing technical restrictions on automated querying. 

We also ask that you: 

+ Make non-commercial use of the files We designed Google Book Search for use by individuals, and we request that you use these files for 
personal, non-commercial purposes. 

+ Refrain from automated querying Do not send automated queries of any sort to Google's system: If you are conducting research on machine 
translation, optical character recognition or other areas where access to a large amount of text is helpful, please contact us. We encourage the 
use of public domain materials for these purposes and may be able to help. 

+ Maintain attribution The Google "watermark" you see on each file is essential for informing people about this project and helping them find 
additional materials through Google Book Search. Please do not remove it. 

+ Keep it legal Whatever your use, remember that you are responsible for ensuring that what you are doing is legal. Do not assume that just 
because we believe a book is in the public domain for users in the United States, that the work is also in the public domain for users in other 
countries. Whether a book is still in copyright varies from country to country, and we can't offer guidance on whether any specific use of 
any specific book is allowed. Please do not assume that a book's appearance in Google Book Search means it can be used in any manner 
anywhere in the world. Copyright infringement liability can be quite severe. 

About Google Book Search 

Google's mission is to organize the world's information and to make it universally accessible and useful. Google Book Search helps readers 
discover the world's books while helping authors and publishers reach new audiences. You can search through the full text of this book on the web 



at |http : //books . google . com/ 



i 






y ^ 



io '? % 



\ 









1 



p 









4 



:3 



^ 






\ 






•A 



o 






q) 






>5 



= it 






i 



^.^ 



3 








r< 


"/ 


' \ 
\ 




^ >^. . 




^ '-'f -. 






I 




^4 











Philosophies Ancient and Modern 



THOMAS HOBBES 



NOTE 

As a consequence of the success of the series of Religuma 
Ancient and Modem, Messrs. Constable have decided to issue 
a set of similar primers, with brief introductions, lists of dates, 
and selected authorities, presenting to the wider public the 
salient features of the PhUosophiea of Greece and Rome and of 
the Middle Ages, as well as of modern Europe. They will 
appear in the same handy Shilling volumes, with neat cloth 
bindings and paper envelopes, which have proved so attractive 
in the case of the Rdigiona, The writing in each case will be 
confided to an eminent authority, and one who has already 
proved himself capable of scholarly yet popular exposition 
within a small compass. 
Among the first volumes to appear will be : — 

Early Obreek PbUoBopliy. By A. W. Bbnn, author of T?ie Philo- 
sophy of Greece, Rationalism in the Nineteenth Century, 

Stoicism. By Professor St. Geobge Stock, author of Deduc- 
tive Logic, editor of the Apology of FlcUo, etc. 

Plato. By Professor A. £. Tatlob, St. Andrews University, 
J author of The Problem of Conduct, 

^Scholasticism. By Father Biokaby, S. J. 

"^ Hobbes. By Professor A. E. Taylor. 

'4ocke. By Professor Alexander, of Owens College. 

Comte and Hill. By T. W. Whittaker, author of The 
Neoplatonista, Apolloniua of Tyana and other Essays, 

Herbert Spencer. By W. H. Hudson, author of Jn Intro" 
duction to Spencer's Philosophy, 

Sdiopenbaner. By T. W. Whittaker. 

^ Berkeley. By Professor Campbell Eraser, D.C.L., LL.D. 

Bergsen. By Father Tyrrell. 
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PREFATORY NOTE 

This brief sketch has throughout been written directly from 
the original text of Hobbes himself and his contemporary 
biographers, though use has, of course, been made, especially 
in the first chapter, of the labours of such modem students as 
Professor Croom Robertson, Professor F. Tonnies, and Sir 
Leslie Stephen. The verbal quotations from Hobbes's works 
are given from the following editions : (1) Mements of PhUo- 
tophy, (CoTiceming Body), London, 1666 ; (2) Hwmcm Natwre 
and De Corpore FoHtieo, from the third edition of JSobbe^s 
Tripos, London, 1864 ; (3) Leviathan, from the reprint of the 
first edition in the series of ^ Cambridge English Classics,' 1904, 
which has been carefully compared with my own copy of the 
edition of 1651, (apparently one of the ^ inferior ' issue). The 
spelling of these editions has been preserved, but the punctua- 
tion modified in accord with present-day usage. Allusions 
to the Latin texts of (1) and (3) are based on the edition 
of Hobbes's Opera PhUosophica published by Blaeuw of 
Amsterdam in 1668. 

A. E. TAYLOR. 
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THOMAS HOBBES 
CHAPTER I 

LIFE 

The long life of Thomas Hobbes covers almost 
the whole of the most critical period alike in the 
growth of modern science and in the development 
of the British Constitution. Bom in the year of 
the Armada, Hobbes did not die until nine years 
before the great Revolution which finally deter- 
mined the question whether the British Islands 
should be ruled constitutionally or absolutely. 
He lived through the Stuart attempt to convert 
England into an absolute monarchy, the Puritan 
revolution and great Civil War, the political and 
ecclesiastical experiments of the Long Parliament 
and of Cromwell, the restoration of the exiled 
line, and the beginnings of modern Whiggism and 
Nonconformity. Still more remarkable were the 
changes which came over the face of science 
during the same period. When Hobbes entered 
A 1 



THOMAS HOBBES 

the University as a lad, the sham Aristotelianism 
of the Middle Ages was still officially taught in its 
lecture-rooms ; before he died, mechanical science 
had been placed on a secure footing by Kepler, 
QaUleo, and Descartes, the foundations of the 
scientific study of physiology and magnetism 
had been laid by Harvey and Gilbert, the Royal 
Society for experimental research into nature had 
been incorporated for more than a generation, 
analytical geometry had been created by Descartes, 
and the calculus by Leibniz and Newton, while 
it was only eight years after his death that the 
final exposition of the new mechanical conception 
of the universe was given by Newton's Principia. 
It is only natural that a philosopher who was 
also a keen observer of men and affairs, living 
through such a period of crisis, should have made 
the most daring of all attempts to base the whole 
of knowledge on the principles of mechanical 
materialism, and should also have become the 
creator of a purely naturalistic theory of ethics 
and sociology. 

Thomas Hobbes, the second aon of the Vicar of 
Westport, now included in the town of Malmes- 
bury in Wiltshire, was prematurely born on Good 
Friday, April 5, 1588. His own theory was 
that both his premature birth and his constitu- 
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LIFE 

tional timidity were consequences of his mother's 
alarm at the impending approach of the Great 
Armada. The father, 'one of the ignorant Sir 
Johns of Elizabeth's time,' fell into trouble by 
assaulting a rival cleric at the church door, and 
was obliged to go into hiding, but the boy's edu- 
cation was cared for by a maternal uncle, who was 
a flourishing glover and alderman of Malmes- 
bury. After a period of preliminary schooling at 
Malmesbury and Westport, where he learned 
enough of the classical languages to translate 
Euripides' Medea into Latin verse at the age of 
fourteen, the lad was sent to Oxford, where he 
was entered at Magdalen Hall, then an important 
centre of Puritanism. It was a time of general 
relaxation of university discipline, and the acri- 
monious attacks made by Hobbes in later life on 
the English Universities as haunts of debauchery, 
hotbeds of disloyalty, and places where the 
elements of Mathematics and Physics were 
unknown, must have been chiefly based on his 
undergraduate experiences. He tells us himself 
of the contempt he conceived for the traditional 
scholastic logic and physics expounded by his 
tutors, and of the joy he felt in escaping from 
their lectures to the bookshops where he could 
pore over books of travel and ma^a, ^jcl4l l^^S^^-^ 
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THOMAS HOBBES 

in imagination the voyages of the great Eliza- 
bethan buccaneers. 

This rather unprofitable period of University, 
life ended, after five years, when Hobbes graduated 
Bachelor of Arts on February 6, 160f. Im- 
mediately afterwards he formed what was to 
prove a lifelong and honourable connection with 
the rising family of Cavendish. William Caven- 
dish, Baron Hardwick (afterwards Earl of Devon- 
shire), second son by her second marriage of the 
famous * Bess of Hardwick,' being anxious to find 
a suitable companion and tutor for his eldest 
son, offered the post to Hobbes on the recom- 
mendation of the then President of Magdalen 
Hall. By all accounts Hobbes's actual services 
seem to have been those of companion rather 
than tutor. Young Mr. Cavendish was a decided 
spendthrift, and it became Hobbes's function to 
assist him in raising frequent loans. Studies 
were freely neglected, and Hobbes himself * almost 
forgot his Latin.' Fortunately, in 1610, the two 
young men were sent to make the grand tour of 
the Continent, and travelled together over a great 
part of France, Germany, and Italy. As yet 
Hobbes appears to have been untouched by the 
new scientific movement, though it was only in 
the preceding year that Kepler had published 
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LIFE 

the first two of his famous laws, and Galileo was 
at the very height of his glory, owing to his 
recent discovery of the satellites of Jupiter. Tffe 
main effect of the journey was to revive Hobbes's 
interest in his neglected literary studies, and to 
send him home with a fixed determination to 
make himself a thorough scholar. The resolve^ 
was executed so successfully that Hobbes not 
merely became one of the most vigorous and 
luminous of English writers, but learned to 
handle Latin, still the general language of the 
learned world, with rare force and fluency. The 
first-fruits of this renewed interest in learning 
was an English translation of Thucydides, pub- 
lished in 1628-9, for the purpose, as Hobbes said 
at the time, of educating his readers in the true 
principles of statesmanship. Afterwards, when 
his absolutist political theories had been fully 
developed, he wished it to be believed that his 
real object had been to warn Englishmen againstX 
the dangers of democracy, by showing them how / 
much wiser a single great statesman is than a 
multitude. 

From Hobbes's admirer, John Aubrey, we learn 
something about the circles in which he was 
moving at this time of his life. Foremost among 
his friends stands Francis Bacon, who ' loved to 

5 



THOMAS HOBBES 

converse with him/ and employed him on the 
translation of some of the famous Essays, notably 
that on The True Oreatness of Kingdoms and 
Estates, into Latin. This connection can be shown 
to belong to the year s^ 1621-6 w hen Bacon, after 
his political disgrace, was devoting himself en- 
tirely to scientific work in his retreat at Gorham- 
bury. The influence of Bacon, however, has leftX 
no trace on Hobbes's own matured thought. He I 
barely mentions the Chancellor in his writings, I 
and has no place for * Baconian induction ' in his / 
own conception of scientific method. Bacoff5>( 
zeal for experiment, the redeeming feature in an 
otherwise chaotic scheme of thought, is entirely | 
alien to the essentially deductive and systematic _ 
spirit of the Hobbian philosophy. Oth^r frien ds 
of this period were Ben Jonson , the reigning 
literary dictator of London, Edward Herbert, 
Baron Cherbury, the * first of the English Deists,' 
the antagonist against whom Locke's attack on 
* innate ideas ' was afterwards to be directed, and 
the now forgotten Scottish poet, Sit Robert 
Ayton. 

In 1628 Hobbes's ex-pupil died, after a two 
years' tenure of the Earldom of Devonshire, 
leaving the family estates heavily encumbered. 
The necessary retrenchments involved a tem- 
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LIFE 

porary severance of Hobbes's connection with the 
Cavendishes, and from 1629 to 1631 he acted 
as tutor to the son of Sir Gervase Clifton, a gentle- 
man of Nottinghamshire. He accompanied this 
new pupil on a foreign tour, which apparently 
extended through France and as far as Venice. 
It was probably during this period that an 
incident occurred which was to exercise a lasting, 
and not entirely happy influence on the whole of 
Hobbes*s subsequent thought. ^At the age of 
^f ^ Hy b^ wflfij fnr th n firnt tim n ^ i ntrnd n rrr T t o th n 
wor ks of E ufilif^ , fl-nd at nnfift ^fftll ia-JmLfiLJEith 
geometry/ being attracted, he says, more by the 
rigorous manner of proof employed than by the 
matter of the science. (Mathematics, we must 
remember, were then only beginning to be seriously 
studied in England. Hobbes tells us that in his 
undergraduate days geometry was still looked 
upon generally as a form of the ' Black Art,' and 
it was not until 1619 that the will of Sir Henry 
Savile, Warden of Merton College, established the 
first Professorships of Geometry and Astronomy 
at Oxford.) 

In 1631 Hobbes was recalled from Paris by 
the widow of his late pupil to take charge of the 
education of her eldest son, the third Earl of 
Devonshire, then a boy of twelve. By 1634 the 
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THOMAS HOBBES 

lad was thought old enough to make the con- 
tinental tour, and Hobbes accompanied him on 
a journey through France and Italy, from which 
the pair did not return until 1637. This third 
foreign journey was destined to be the turning- 
point of Hobbes's intellectual life. All through 
the journey he was haunted by a single idea, 
the thought of the omnipresence of motion in 
nature, and of the apparent variety of natural 
objects as a mere effect of diversity of motion 
in the different parts of body. The origin of 
absorption in the notion of motion he derives 
from the following undated incident. In a com- 
pany of learned men, among whom he was present, 
a chance reference to sensation provoked the con- 
temptuous question, ' And, pray, what is sense ? ' 
Reflecting long on this chance question, Hobbes 
came to the conclusion that if all bodies were at 
rest or all moved exactly in the same way, there 
would be no means of distinguishing any one 
thing from any other, and therefore no sensation. 
Hence not only must the whole of physical 
nature consist, as Galileo was already declaring, 
of diversity of motions of homogeneous particles, 
but the same must be true of the inner world of 
our so-called ' mental processes,' they must all be 
but so many diverse motions in what we now 
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LIFE 

call our * nervous system.' With this conclusion 
Hobbes's path as a philosopher was marked out. 
His task was to be the exhibition of all the facts 
of the universe, and more particularly those of 
the inner life of emotion and will, as consequences 
of the primary laws of motion. Hence, in the" 
preface to the De Corpore, after mentioning asi 
the founders of true physical science Copernicus,/ 
Kepler, Galileo, and Harvey, he adds that the 
true doctrine of civil society is no older than hii^ 
own book De Give. 

Evidence discovered by Dr. Ferdinand Tonnies 
hasjaow ■ m 

described belongjto^jiatespm^ 
the journey of 1637, but, in any case, Hobbes's 
third residence abroad mai^aTdefinite epoch in 
his life. Tt^jfl' t.Tift rJahA at w Mch he first takes _his 
place as a recognis,Qd„„memher. of the band of 
European thinkers who wero aimingajTffie^ste- 
matic reconstruction of science. In Italy he' met 
the great Galileo, not yet, indeed, blind, but con- 
fined by the Inquisition to his villa, and a little 
tarnished in his renown by his insincere recanta- 
tion. Almost more important were the connec- 
tions formed on the return to Paris in 1637. 
Here Hobbes became one of the circle which 
centred around the famous Franciscan friar, 
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THOMAS HOBBES 

Marin Mersenne, who performed what, m the 
absence of scientific journals, was the indispens- 
able service of furthering the communication of 
knowledge by bringing learned men together, in 
person or by correspondence. Mersenne's cell, 
says Hobbes, was more to him than all the 
universities. We may note that this same year 
saw the publication of the first work of another 
of Mersenne's constant correspondents, his old 
school-fellow, Ren6 Descartes, now for years settled 
in his self-chosen Dutch seclusion. 

Before the end of 1637 Hobbes and his pupil 
were once more in England, where the times, as We 
know, now began to be singularly troublous. The 
next two years saw the trial of Hampden for his 
refusal to pay ship-money, the Edinburgh revolt 
against the ill-judged attempt to force Episcopacy 
on Scotland, the signing of the Solemn League 
and Covenant, and the Scottish invasion of 
England. In virtue of his connection with the 
Devonshire family, Hobbes was just now much in 
the society of the more moderate Royalist leaders, 
such as Falkland and Hyde, and the result was 
that early in 1640, about the time of meeting of 
the Short Parliament, he put aside his wider 
philosophical schemes for the composition of a 
little work in support of his fundamental political 
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conviction that the anti-social tendencies of 
human nature are too strong and deep-rooted to 
be held in check by anything short of an absolutey 
authority, free from all control, such as the 
English Crown might be made, if released from 
all dependence on Parliament. The work, which 
bore the title, The Elements of Law, and contains 
one of the clearest and fullest of Hobbes's exposi- 
tions of his psychology, was not printed, but 
circulated in manuscript. Ten years later it was 
published in an imperfect form as two distinct 
essays, Of Human Nature and J)e Corpore 
Politico. It was^not until 1889 that the work 
was printed in its original shape, and with its 
original title, by Dr. Tonnies. When the Long 
Parliament met towards the end of the year, 
and showed its temper by at once proceeding to 
impeach Strafford, Hobbes's native timorousness 
got the better of him. Fancying that the author 
of the Elements of Law might be the next victim, 
he promptly escaped to Paris, not to return for 
eleven years. In after days he oddly represented 
this excessive alarm as giving him an exceptional 
claim on royal gratitude. 

His flight brought him back to Paris in the very 
nick of time. Mersenne was busy, at Descartes' 
request, in procuring criticisms from learned men 
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THOMAS HOBBES 

on the famous MeditatitmSy then just about to be 
published. One such set of criticisms he obtained 
from Hobbes — those which now figure as the 
'Third Objections' — but they failed to achieve 
their purpose. Descartes was seeking help from 
the criticisms of persons in sympathy with his 
general line of thought. What he got from 
Hobbes was an attack on his fundamental posi- 
tions by a thinker of radically different convic- 
tions. Hence he treated the 'Objections' very 
curtly, even refusing to admit that they contained 
a single valid inference, nor was he more favour- 
ably impressed by Hobbes's remarks on the 
Dioptrique published along with the Discourse 
on Method (1637), which were also communicated 
to him by Mersenne. On the other hand, Hobbes 
contracted an enduring friendship with another 
of the lights of Mersenne's circle, Pierre Gassend, 
the reviver of Epicureanism. 

During 1641 Hobbes recast in Latin his exposi- 
tion of his psychological and political doctrines 
the work was printed, in a very limited edition 
in 1642 under the title De Give, and was highly 
appreciated even by Descartes. It was reissued 
five years later from the press of the Elzevirs at 
Amsterdam as Elementa PhUosophica de Give. 
Hobbes had meanwhile been (1646) appointed 
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LIFE 

mathematical tutor to the Prince of Wales, after- 
wards Charles ii., who had just come over from 
Jersey. The engagement cannot have lasted 
beyond 1648, when the Prince withdrew to 
Holland, and was possibly ended earlier by a 
dangerous illness which overtook Hobbes in 1647. 
In after years he was accustomed to meet doubts 
as to his religious orthodoxy by an appeal to his 
acquiescence, during this illness, in the minis- 
trations of Dr. Cosins (afterwards Bishop of 
Durham). 

In 1651 came out an English version of the 
De Give: Philosophical Rudimenta concemiTig 
Oovemment and Society. During the same year 
Hobbes was busy with the composition of the 
work by which he is now best known to the 
general student. Leviathan : or the Matter, Form, 
and Power of a Commonwealth Ecclesiastical 
and Civil, which appeared in London at the end 
of the year. The book consists of a restatement 
of the general philosophical argument for abso- 
lutism, with the addition of a long and bitter 
polemic against admitting any independent 
ecclesiastical authority other than the civil 
sovereign. A specially handsome copy of the 
MS. was presented to Charles ii., now King of 
Scots, on his return to Paris after the adven- 
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THOMAS HOBBES 

turous escape from Worcester. But the Anglican 
Royalists, who identified the cause of monarchy 
with the cause of the English Church, were 
naturally incensed at the author's consistent 
Erastianism and anti-clericalism, and for a time 
contrived to keep Hobbes from access to the King. 
Between this, and his concern as to the way in 
which the anti-papal doctrines of Leviathan 
might be received by the French clergy, Hobbes 
once more took alarm, and made his way back to 
London at the end of 1661, sending in his formal 
submission to the Council of State shortly after. 
There was just now, amid the general confusion 
following on the abolition of the old constitution, 
no censorship of the press in England to interfere 
with his publications. Thus it came about that 
the Leviathan could be published in London, and 
that so much of the great systematic work on 
philosophy as was ever completed appeared, after 
vAU, on English soil. 

Among Hobbes's personal friends of this period 
we have to note the famous Selden, and the still 
more famous Harvey. With Milton, the chief 
man of letters among the anti-Royalists, he had 
no relations, though it is recorded that Milton 
' did not like him, but would acknowledge him to 
be a man of great parts.' Hobbes, for his part, 
14 



LIFE 

declared, comparing Milton's famous Defence of 
the People of England with Salmasius' Defence of 
the King, 'they are very good Latin both, and 
hardly to be judged, which is better, and both very 
ill reasoning, hardly to be judged, which is worse.' 

Hobbes was now at last, at the age of 64, w6rE^ 
ing on the reasoned exposition of his system. 
When completed, the scheme was to contain 
three divisions : (1) of Body, the presentation of 
the fundamental principles of the new science of 
motion, and the deduction from them of a doctrine 
of physics ; (2) of Man, a further deduction from 
the same principles, of human physiology and 
psychology ; (3) of the Body Politic, a deduction 
of ethics, politics, and sociology from the results 
reached in the previous sections. Thus the final 
achievement would have been the deduction of 
social science as a body of corollaries from the 
principles of mechanics. From the first, the 
execution of this plan was delayed by contro- 
versies, largely provoked by Hobbes's own mis- 
takes, and the great scheme never reached fulfil- 
ment. The first section was, indeed, completed, 
but the second remained a mere fragment, and 
the third is represented only by works like the 
De Give and Leviathan^ originally composed as 
independent treatises. 
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The De Corpore, though in the press in 1654, 
did not appear until 1655, the reason of the delay 
being that, during the interval, Hobbes had dis- 
covered flaws in the quadrature of the circle 
which he fancied himself to have found, and of 
which he had been rather rashly boasting in 
advance. By the time of publication he had 
further become implicated in the eternal dispute 
about the freedom of the will, and the con- 
sequence of his double controversy with the 
mathematicians and the theologians was that, 
when the De Homine at last appeared in 1658, it 
turned out to contain nothing but a few chapters 
on optics, along with a brief sketch of elementary 
psychology. For many years after 1655 Hobbes's 
career as an author is mainly the history of a 
series of acrimonious disputes with mathematical 
and theological opponents. 

The theological disputes go back ultimately to 
the year 1646, when Hobbes had held a verbal 
discussion with Bramhall, Bishop of Londonderry, 
and afterwards Archbishop of Armagh, in which 
he maintained the determinist view of human 
action against the Arminian and High Anglican 
doctrine of free will. Both parties had after- 
wards reduced the substance of their contentions 
to writing, though with an understanding that 
.16 
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nothing should be published on either side. In 
1654, however, an unknown person who had pro- 
cured a copy of Hobbes's MS., which contains 
one of the clearest statements ever made of the 
argument for determinism, published it under 
the title A Discourse concerning Liberty and 
Necessity. Bramhall, angered at what he sup- 
posed to be the bad faith of Hobbes, replied in 
1655 by publishing his own original contribution 
to the controversy, Hobbes rejoining in the next 
year with a fresh set of Questions concerning 
Liberty y Necessity, and Chance. The ' questions ' 
were, in turn, attacked by Bramhall in 1658 in a 
work to which was appended a violent attack on 
Leviathan, facetiously styled The Catching of 
Leviathan, the Oreat Whale. Hobbes took no 
notice of this onslaught beyond drawing up, ten 
years later (1668), a refutation of Bramhall's im- 
putations of impiety, which, like most of his 
writings of that time, was not published until 
after his death. 

More damaging for Hobbes was his violent 
quarrel with the Oxford mathematicians, itself an 
outgrowth of his attacks on the Universities. 
Like many other persons who have never quite 
made themselves at home in geometry, Hobbes 
unluckily conceived the notion that he had solved 
B 17 



THOMAS HOBBES 

the famous (and insoluble) problems of the quad- 
rature of the circle and the subdivision of the 
angle into any given number of equal parts. In 
palliation of his delusion it may be pleaded that 
neither problem was definitely known in his day 
to be insoluble by the methods of elementary 
geometry. In fact the insolubility of the more 
famous of the two, that of the quadrature, has 
only been finally demonstrated in our own time 
by Tjip /^Qm ann, though a sounder mathematical 
instinct would, no doubt, have suggested to 
Hobbes that it probably was not to be solved. 
His fault lay not so much in attempting to 
grapple with the problem as in the obstinacy 
with which he refused to recognise the futility of 
his results, even when they had been repeatedly 
exposed by the first mathematicians of the day. 
A few words must be said as to the history of the 
quarrel. Hobbes had, in Leviathan, made a bittSrT 
attack on the Universities, which he regarded as K 
the chief supporters of clerical pretensions, and i 
had particularly enlarged on their igno ranc e of J 
mathematics and natural science. \He did not 
know, or forgot, that the Oxford 011651 was a 
very different place from the Oxford of half a^ 
century earlier. The Savilian Professorships had 
done much to raise the standard of mathematical 
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and physical knowledge, and Oxford was already 
the home of an eager band of scientific workers 
who were subsequently to form the nucleus of the 
Koyal Society. The resentment of the Oxfori3'i 
men of science against Hobbes's undeserved stric-jf 
tures had already found expression in the Vinl 
dicicB Academiarv/m (1654) of Seth Ward, Savilian 
Professor of Astronomy, a rejoinder to an attack 
on the Universities by the Rev. John Webster, 
also honourably known as one of the first writers 
against the belief in witchcraft. Ward, however, 
took only a minor part in the long and angry 
controversy which followed on the publication of 
the Be Corpore, Hobbes's principal assailant being 
Ward's associate, John Wallis, Savilian Professor 
of Geometry, the most eminent English mathe-,^^ 
matician of the generation before Newton. Three 
months after the issue of the De Corpore in 1655 i 
followed Wallis's Elenchus Oeometrice Hobbiance, \ 

exposing the fallacies of Hobbes's quadrature, and / 

proving, with the aid of an unbound copy of the 
work, that his ' solutions,' such as they were, had 
been repeatedly modified owing to their author's 
discovery of errors in them after they had been 
sent to the press. In 1656 there came out an 
English version of the De Corpore, made by 
Hobbes's instruction, but not from his own hand 
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(Concerning Body, 1656). Here the 'solutions' 
were given as mere 'aggressions/ or approxima- 
tions, but, as a set-off, the book contained an 
appendix, Six Lessons to the Oxford Professors, 
decrying the whole of Wallis's mathematical 
work. Wallis rejoined in three months with a 
Due Correction for Mr. Hobbes, which, in its turn, 
provoked in 1657 an abusive reply from Hobbes, 
and the inevitable counter-reply from Wallis. In 
1660 Hobbes returned to the fray with five Latin 
dialogues, Examinatio et Emendatio Mathema- 
ticce Hodiemce. Next year he proceeded to bring 
out a professed solution of the third of the 
famous ancient problems, the duplication of the 
cube, which was, as usual, duly refuted by Wallis. 
In 1662 Hobbes went on to aim a blow at the 
recently incorporated Koyal Society, in which 
Wallis was a prominent figure, by attacking | 
Boyle's experiments with the air-pump, and en- 
deavouring to show that mere experimentation' 
adds nothing to our insight into nature. Bo;^ 
replied with an Examen of Mr, Hobbes his Dia- 
logus, and Wallis, with a scathing satire on 
Hobbes's mathematics, Hobbius Heauton Timo- 
rv/menus. Hobbes wisely left this exposure un- 
answered, but avenged himself signally upon 
Wallis's incidental political insinuation against 
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him of having favoured Cromwell's usurpation, 
by a letter On the Reputation, Loyalty, Manners, 
and Religion of T. H,, in which Wallis was re- 
minded of the service he had done to the Parlia- 
mentarians by deciphering the papers of Charles i. 
captured at Naseby. For some years after this 
the controversy slumbered, but was revived again 
by Hobbes in 1666. Wallis continued to refute 
Hobbes's various mathematical papers as they 
came out until 1672, and then allowed the dis- 
pute to drop. Hobbes, for his part, still kept up 
the game, and even in his latest work Decameron 
Phyaiologicvmh, produced when he was over 
ninety, contrived to insert a new * demonstration ' 
of the equality of a straight line to an arc of a 
circle. 

Meanwhile, the Restoration had made some 
change in the philosopher's position. He was 
met and warmly welcomed by Charles ii. a few 
days after his return to England, encouraged to 
present himself at Court, had his portrait painted 
at the king's expense, and received a pension of 
£100, which, unfortimately, was not always regu- 
larly paid. Court favour, however, could only 
partly protect the author of Leviathan from the 
animosity of the clergy whom he had handled so 
roughly. In connection with the Bill brought 
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into the Commons in 1666, under the influence of 
the emotions aroused by the Plague and the Great 
Fire, for the suppression of atheism and profanity, 
a Committee was appointed to receive informa- 
tions against atheistical, blasphemous, and pro- 
fane books, among which Leviathan was specified 
by name. The Bill fell through in the Lords, but 
Hobbes, who began to fear that he was in personal 
danger, made, it is said, a show of conformity, and 
took care, in reprinting Leviathan in Latin, to 
add an appendix intended to show that his doc- 
trines did not formally contradict the Nicene 
Creed. He even took the trouble to draw up a 
dissertation on the state of the English law of 
Heresy, to prove that he could not legally be 
burned. From this time on, Hobbes only retained 
Court protection on condition of abstention from 
all publications on political and religious topics. 
For the Latin edition of his Opera Omnia, which 
appeared in 1668, he had to find a publisher in 
Holland, and Pepys records in his diary for Sep- 
tember 3rd of the same year that a second-hand 
copy of Leviathan (which had originally come 
out at 8s.) cost him 24s., and that the price was 
still rising, as the book could not be reprinted^] 
Similarly a new treatise of the same date. Behe- 
moth, the History of the Civil Wars, was pro- 
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scribed by the censor. In spite of age and rebuffs, 
Hobbes still continued to write on a variety of 
topics, ranging from mathematics to English Law 
and Church History, and was frequently visited, 
on account of his fame as a scholar and philo- 
sopher, by foreign admirers of learning who found 
themselves in England. 

In 1669 his clerical enemies found a charac-Jl 
teristic method of annoying him. Daniel Scar- / 1 
gill, a disreputable Fellow of Corpus Christi 
College, Cambridge, was deprived of his degree 
and expelled from the University for having 
publicly maintained theses taken from Leviathan, 
Scargill was persuaded to make an edifying Te^ 
cantation, in which the blame for his loose life 
was laid on the supposed immoral principles he 
had imbibed from the books of Hobbes, who, 
thanks to the censorship, was imable to protest 
against the imputations. Five years later, Oxford 
followed suit. Dr. Fell, Dean of Christchurch, 
and hero of a well-known uncomplimentary 
epigram, took advantage of his connection with 
the University Press to strike out of the Latin 
version of Anthony Wood's History and Anti- 
quities of Oxford all the appreciative epithets 
which the English original had bestowed on 
Hobbes, and to replace them by terms of abuse. 
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Hobbes was this time permitted by the king to 
publish a letter of remonstrance, but the only effect 
was to draw from Dr. Fell an outrageous additional 
note to the book in which Hobbes was reviled 
more coarsely than before. Meanwhile the old 
man had for a while amused himself by a return 
to the literary pursuits of his earlier days. In 
1672 he composed a succinct account of his life, 
works, and various controversies in Latin elegiacs, 
and in 1673 and the year or two following a 
complete version of the Iliad and Odyssey in 
English rhyme, a sufficiently arduous task for 
an old man well on towards his ninetieth 
year. In 1675 he finally left London, residing 
for the few years of life still left to him alternately 
at the two Derbyshire seats of the Devonshire 
family, Chatsworth and Hardwick. His last 
work, Decameron Physiologicum, was, as we 
have Already seen, produced in 1678 at the 
age of ninety. At the end of the following 
year, when the family moved, as usual, from 
Chatsworth to Hardwick for the winter, Hobbes 
refused to be left behind. But the journey 
proved too much for his strength, and a few 
days after reaching Hardwick the old philosopher 
was struck by paralysis, of which he died on 
December 4, 1679, at the age of ninety-one years 
and eight months. The body was laid to rest in 
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a modest grave in the parish church of Hault 
Hucknall, just outside the park gates. 

Hobbes's personal appearance is well known to 
us from various portraits, and from the descrip- 
tion of his friend Aubrey. He was tall, erect, 
and strikingly handsome of face. Though sickly 
in youth, in manhood and later age he was excep- 
tionally healthy and vigorous, being able even 
at seventy-five to enjoy an occasional game of 
tennis. His personal habits were regular, and 
in later age, abstemious, though, according to 
Aubrey, he owned to having been drunk about a 
hundred times in his life, a moderate allowance 
in those days especially as the good gentleman 
seems to have regarded occasional drunkenness 
as medicinal. There is a report of the existence 
of a natural daughter, for whom he is said to 
have provided. With respect to his character, 
there is little to be objected against except his 
natural timidity, and a certain lack of emotional 
warmth, which did not, however, prevent him 
from proving a benefactor to his relatives and a 
steady and constant friend. In spite of his rather 
cjmical theories of human nature, he appears to 
have been reasonably charitable to real distress, 
and it is highly creditable to him, as well as to 
his protectors, the family of Cavendish, that, 
having once resolved on the life of «i. ^oJcis^as. «s^ 

2S 



THOMAS HOBBES 

thinker, he avoided all temptations to desert his 
modest position for the sake of worldly advan- 
tage, and that so much care was taken to make 
that position compatible with his unchecked 
pursuit of his chosen studies. If we look 
in vain in his life and writings for any traces 
of deep spirituality and ethical inwardness, t 
the same thing may be said of Descartes, and, 
in fact, of most of the eminent thinkers of an 
exceedingly worldly and unspiritual age. It is 
not often that we find, as we do in Plato, the 
combination in one person of intense spiritual 
earnestness with the faculty of cool and keen 
rationalistic analysis. Apart from its splendid 
trust in the competence of the human intellect 
to discover the truth of things, there is not much 
in Hobbes's philosophical scheme to arouse the 
enthusiasm of the young and ardent, and more 
than a little which is positively repellent. But 
there are few writers whose work is more fruit- I 
ful of suggestions for the matured and reflective I 
intellect which has grown suspicious of all en- j 
thusiasm, even of its own, and demands before I 
all things calm and impartial reasoned analysis. I 
Perhaps the best proof of Hobbes's real genius I- 
is that even his worst errors are so much more 
instructive than the truths of lesser men. 
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PHILOSOPHY, ITS SCOPE AND METHODS 

HoBBEs's main influence on the thought both of his 
own and of subsequent times has been felt ahnost 
exclusively in the domain of Ethics and Politics. 
He is primarily important to us as the herald of 
a new epoch in English thinking, an epoch which, 
we might fairly say, was closed only the other 
day by the death of Herbert Spencer. When we_ 

tliin1r^Q£ h\jx}, I'tf 1> pfliif^,]]y ft^ ^y^f^ ^rQt in fha Inn^ 
fiUy^eRsiiln nf F.ngliali ^gpjj^^^ j^g^ch^gjg g^ 

earKest Etiglish^writeriiLlsa^yjwho have sought 
to found, a purely naturalistic system of moral 
and politioafe scie nce on^Jhe basis^ofJ^iologicaL 
and payfibrtl%^pn^l f^A But it is equally^truel 
that Hobbes\ enMB'nan epoch. He is the last \ 
English phil|$>sb|)hi9al writer, with the single ex- 
ception of Sp'eilcer, to understand the word 
^philosophy 'in ^e wide sense put upon it in the > 
Middlr Ages, as the systematised and codified i 
body of all rational human knowledge. \ With his 
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immediate successor, Locke, begins that distinc- 
tion between science and philosophy by which 
the scope of the latter is closely restricted to 
epistemological inquiries into the conditions and 
nature of knowledge in general, and psychological 
investigations into its growth, while the task of 
extending the contents of our knowledge of the 
extra-subjective world is made over exclusively 
to the sciences — a distinction which has ever 
since, for good and bad, dominated English philo- 
^ ^ophy. Fro m BTnhhfta ^ ow n p^j gt of vi ew, then, 
/ his doctrine o f Ma n and Society cann ot be full y 
appreciated unless we consider it^n connection 
with the rest of his system, as anJntfigral part of 
^t hat body of dediintiQna | fron^ thft j prftriftrftl laws 
[^ofjEQotion* whic h ^constitutes science . For this 
j;reason,*aFwell as for the intrinsic value of many 
fof his thoughts on the nature and methods of 
I Sscience, it is essential to examine Hobbes's general 
theory of the range and the procedure of science 
before considering his achievements as a theorist 
in the fields of morals and sociology. 

The definition of philosophy, as given at the 
beginning of the Be Gorpore — our citations are 
from the English version of 1656— runs thus: 
* .Ehilosopbju ^ uiich kuuwlodgo of offu cla ,,.^ 
appearances as we acquire by true ratiocination 
"28 V 
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■ from the knowledge We haY!i_firsLiif their oauseft 
i oFgenerations, and, again, of such causes or genera- 
tions as may be from knowing first their eflFects.' 
Here the words * by true ratiocination ' are in- 
ten46d to exclude from philosophy knowledge 
directly given in sense perception or resting 
merely upon unsystematised experience, while the 
eipressipn 'such causes ... as may be,' in the 
second clause of the sentence, alludes to Hobbes's 
view that by reasoning backward from 'effects' 
to their ' causes,' we can never discover the * cause '^* 
of a given ' effect,' but only one or more alterna- 
tive 'causes' by any one of which the result 
might have been ' produced.' 

Philosophy then is, in short, reasoned kno^ 
ledge, and, if we ask why we ought to set a 
on such knowledge, Hobbes repHes, eventooji^ 
emphatically than Bacon 'for the sake of its J 
practical consequences.^-*"^The end of knowledge 
is power, and the use of theorems ... is for the 
construction of problems ; and lastly, the scope of 
all speculation is the performing of some action, or 
thing to be done ' {Concerning Body, i. 6). In par- 
ticular, the utility of * moral and ciyil philosophy ' 
is to be measured by the calamities which arise 
from ignorance of it. All the avoidable 
calamities of human life, says Hobbes, with 
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■ characteristic exaggeration, are due to war. And 

: men go to war, not because they wish to do so, 

: or because they do not know that war is pro- 

. ductive of evil effects, but because they do not 

1^ know the true causes^ of war and peace. That 

is, they are iminstructed in the true principles of 

civil and political obedience, which had, in fact, 

according to Hobbes, been formulated for the 

first time in 1642 in his own De Give. A true 

^ system of Philosophy, in which the principles of 

^ ' morals and politics should be rigorously deduced 

from the fundamental axioms of science, would 

therefore act as a univ^sal peacemaker. 

Philo sophv. then, is sharply disting uished by 
^ts reaso ned form from history, the mere re nord 
3f p ast experience ; * whereas sense and memo ry 
relS ut knowledge of fact, wh ich is a thing past 
id^ rrecoverable, science is the knowledge of 
inaftquencea and d ependfinfie of o^e fact upon 
•another* (Leviathan, c. v.). The peculiarity of 
philosophy or science is that its results are at 
once universal and exact. * Experience conclu- 
deth nothing universally/ but 'nothing is produced 
by reasoning aright but general, eternal, and im- 
mutable truths.' It is a notable peculiarity of 
Hobbes's doctrine that, while he agrees with the 
ordinary empiricist that ' the first begixuHBgd of 
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knowledge are^ the phantasms of sense and \ ^ 
imagination/ he\ almost entirely neglects the \ ^ j ^ 
problem of inductiVe logic, how * general eternal 
and immutable truths ' can be educed from these 
particular isolated * phantasms/ 
^\ From the definition above given, it follows at 
once that, since philosophy treats only of ' genera- 
tions ' or causal processes, there can be no philo- 
sophical knowledge of any being which has no 
cause, and consequently no philosophy of any- 
thing eternal Hence, there is no science of God, 
since God is, by definition, an uncaused and 
eternal being. Theology is thus, at a stroke, ex- 
cluded from the range of scientific knowledge. 
Similarly, since all causation is production of one 
motion by another, there is no science of any 
thing except bodies ; the profession gf^bUosoph 
is Vto search out the properties of bodies from 
tb^ir generation, Qr...th eir generation from their 
properties/ Hobbes will not even allow that we 
can form any intelligible concept of anything^ 
incorporeal, and contends that when God is said 
by the official Anglican theology to be ' without 
body,' this is a mere vague expression of reverence. 
In strictness, according to him, there is no definite 
concept attached to the name ' God,' and it is on 
this ground that he criticises Descartes' argu- 
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ment from my possession of an ' idea of God ' to 
the actual existence of God. Hobbes replies 
{Third Objections to the Meditations), that the in- 
ference is worthless, since I have no ' idea ' of God 
at all. All knowledge of God requires revelation, 
and revelation needs to be accredited by miracles. 
Since miracles have ceased, a point on which 
Hobbes agrees with orthodox Protestants, no one 
can now claim to be heard when he alleges a 
divine revelation as a reason for disobedience to 
his civil sovereign. It is our duty to accept the 
theology promulgated by the State, not because it 
is true, but because it is oflSicial. ' Beligio n is not 
ghilosophjJiutJUuK,' 

Hobbes's general position as to the limits of 
science is thus closely akin to that which we 
should nowadays call positivistic. Science ex- 
tends only so far as the world of bodies moving 
in accord with fixed mechanical law, and no 
further. What distinguishes Hobbes from most 
modern representatives of this view is that he 
does not combine it, as they do, with the farther 
assertion that the whole of the knowledge thus 
acquired is merely ' relative,* or concerned solely 
with ' phenomena,' which are manifestations of an 
underlying unknown, and perhaps unknowable, 
reality. That bodies really and objectively ^xist, 
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and that the laws of their motioii can be cUb-, 
covered, he simply assumes as an unquestionable 
fact ; he has no inkling of the deeper problem of 
Descartes' Meditations, how it is possible for the 
indiYidual mind to be assured of anything outside 
the circle of its own states. 

^rom the definition of philosophy as the know- 
ledge, oCToiiiear tte tEreffold" dmsion of the 
subject at once follows. For bodies are either 
natural or artificial, Natural bodies, again, in- 
clude, among others^ one class which is of supreme 
importaace^ Inasmuch jle it is the object of aU 
our psychological study of eensatbiij though tj and 
en^otion, the bodiesr ef -httman beings. An arti- 
ficial body is what we commonly call a society ox 
^common wealth^^ The society or commonwealth is 
just as much a single body, and governed just aa 
completely by the general laws of the motion of 
bodies, as the indiYidual organism. Its only dis- 
tinctire characteristic is that it is artificial ; i.e, it 
owes its origin to the voluntary agreement of the 
persons who form its constituent members. Hence 
philosophy, as a whole, falls into three parts, 
the doctrine of body in general, the doctrine of 
the human body in particular, the 4?9trinju}£_ ^ 
the artificial body, or commonwealth, J* Two chief 
kinds of bodies, and very different from one 
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another, offer themselves to such as search after 
their generation and properties; one whereof, 
being the work of nature, is called a natural body - 
the other is called a commonwealth, and 
made by the wills and agreement of men. And 
from these spring the two parts of philosophy 
called Natural and Civil ... In the first place,\ 
therefore (after I have set down such premisses as ' 
appertain to the nature of philosophy in general), 
I will discourse of bodies natural, in the second 
of the dispositions and manners of men, and in 
the third of the civil duties of subjects.' — {Con- 
i^fj^jt^iTig Body, i. 9.) 
■f^y j By the premisses which appertain to the nature 
t^ V /^f philosophy in general are meant, of course, thei >f 
■^ general principles of logic and method, and it id^x 
from the account of them that we have to collect \ 
Hobbes's views on the theory of knowledge. |i 
Scient lfig-mfi thod. then Jias two branches, reason- > 
ing from general principle s (definitions and 
axioms), to their consequences, or, as Hobbes 
phrases it, from causes to their effects, and this is 
a yntheais : reasoning from the facts to the prin- 
ciples involved, from effects to causes, and this is 
analyai d. Synthesis and analysis th us correaposd 
t o our popular distinction between the dedu ctive 
and inductive uses of Jogic. Only the former, the 
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purel y deductive type of rea gnm'ng, \a ^'ff ^^y ^^^- 
tain and yields perfectly determinate conclusions. 
TEe latter is essenitally Tiypotlietical, and consists 
merely in pointing out such principles as would 
lead deductively to the observed results. Hence 
Hobbes, like Epicurus, explicitly maintains that i 
diflferent theories as to the ' cause * of an observed 
fact may be equally true, if each would equally 
lead to consequences which agree with observed 
facts. Inmodern language, his theory of method i 
makes '^ducti^/ to consist simply in the forma- I 
tion of explanatory hypotheses, apart from the I 
further task of complete verification by skewing f 
that any explanation other than that adopted I 
would lead to results which conflict with fact. | 
Like Jevons, he regards 'induction' as being 
merely the inverse operation corresponding to 
the direct operation of deduction, as division 
or integration corresponds to multiplication or 
differentiation. Hence he held that the RoyaT? 
Society was proceeding on altogether false lines in ( 
attempting to advance physical science by direct \ 
experiment rather than by reasoning deductively \ 
from preassumed general theories, p Hence, toof" 
his uniform silence as to the * inductive ' method 
of Bacon, the avowed object of which was to 
eliminate the 'anticipation of nature' by the 
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framing of initial hypotheses altogether from the 
work of science. * — 

^ Now the ultimate first principles of deductive 

science are all, according to Uobbes, definitions, 
that is, statements of the meaning of names. 
Everything in science, therefore, turns upon the 
original definitions ; science is merely the correct 
deduction of the consequences implied in the 
giving of names. And names, Hobbes holds, were 
originally given arbitrarily. ' For it is true that, 
e.g. man is a living creature, but it is for this 
reason, that it pleased men to impose both those j 
names on the same thing * (Concerning Body, iiL 8). 
This point comes out clearly in the famous 
definition of a name (76., ii. 4): 'A name is 
a word taken at pleasure to serve for a mark 
which may raise in our minds a thought like to 
some thought we had before, and which, being 
pronounced to others, may be to them a sign of 
what thought the s peaker had, o r had no t, before 
in his mind/ [Consistently with this view, Hobbes 
adopts an ultra-nominalist position in logic. The 
^n^y iiayn^ s which directly denot e reaUties-are 
^i^gnlft r "^^^^ ^f individual bodies; general 
t erms, or comTpo^ i;^ames, do not directly denote 
an otject-at jJL^ ^^^i;^ i«, f,g, rin fluffh ftjij^^t ng 
* man in general/ * This word universal is neve7 
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V 

the name of anything existent in nature, nor of \ 
any idea or phantasm formed in the mind, but \ 
always the name of some word or name, so that \ 
when a living creature, a stone, a spirit, or any 1 
other thing is said to be universal, it is not to be / 
understood that any man, stone, etc., ever was or / 
can be universal, but only that these words are / 
universal names, that is, names common to many | 
things* (lb., ii. 9). A proposition is *a speech 
consisting of two names copulated, by which he 
that speaketh, signifies he conceives the later 
name to be the name of the same thing whereof 
the former is the name * (lb., iii. 2). 

Thus Hobbes's doctrine as to the import of 
propositions is that their whole meaning is that 
the predicate is a name of the same thing as the 
subject, or the case of negative propositions, that 
the subject a nd predicate are T iot names for t he jl 
same thing. /He is careful, however, to mitigate 
the extreme nominalism of this account by add- 
ing that the use of the copula in English is to 
make us think of a reason why the two names 
are both given to the same thing. Searching 
criticism might here find an occasion for attack- 
ing Hobbes out of his own mouth, since this last 
remark as to the function of the copula clearly 
sets limits to the alleged arbitrariness of the em- 
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ployment, if not to the arbitrariness of the inven- 
tion, of names. 

Bg aeoniflg, n oicjreceives an equally nominalist 
jdfifinitiojit. It ^ and ihe phrase sounds curiously 
prophetic of the modern discovery that logic is 
really a mathemaiical calculiis, the co mputation , 
of t he conaeauenc es of n ames> a^T^Sa^Tere- 



,smss^ 



garded a g VtfUfiiStiiBi! '=^^^^^'^^y ^^ /^^{jm? (the 
iormatian^^aLcQii^ plex co acejitg^by putting words 
togethgi:)^ and suhtraclio n (i^e, abstraction, the 
formation of more general concepts by analysis^ of 
a complex naiuo into ila simpler compoaents), 
Coiicemi'iig Body, L 2, 3; iv. 6 ; LevuUhwn.c. iyX 
Now apart from any minor objections which 
might be raised as to Hobbes's tacitly implied 
theory of the way in which language has histori- 
cally developed, this whole account of the nature 
of reasoning involves ao obvious and tremendous 
difficulty of principle, a difficulty which meets us 
again in the doctrine of those modern mathema- 
ticians and logicians who regard the written or 
printed symbols of Arithmetic and Algebra as the 
actual objects with which mathematical thought 
is concerned. As we have jeen,Hob]pes holds 
that the whole body of the f^Anf^Jnginng i^f Hflflufr- 
tive science .ig. a mere consequence of _the_ initial 
defin itions (a point on which he was afterwards 
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followed by Locke), and, as he is careful to point 
out, the sense which the introducer of a new 
word or other symbol is to put upon kis invention 
is a matter of his own choice* The ^defini tion, 
thepj bein g me rely a declaration of the sense in 
which I intend to employ a hitherto unused word 
or other sign, is, properly 5=!peaking, neither tzij^e J 
jacr false. As Hobbes himself puts it (CoTKiemwi^ 
Body, vi* 15), it is not necessary to dispute whether 
definitions are to be admitted or no* For when a 
master is insfcructing his scholar, if the scholar 
understand all the parts of the thing defined 
which are resolved in the definition, and yet will 
not admit of the definition, ' there needs no further 
controversy betwixt them, it being all one as if 
he refused to be taught/ Since all our conclu - 
niijps hViP.n nr^^ fiiTnpljMogmal^ oDseauences yf 
ar bitrarily cons tructed definition;jj which are 
t bemselveB neither tfua nor fake^ it would seem 
^e^ wholft of know k^g^jg^^^Q^jy" 
with puzzles^ like the_Si 




^'"nn Hm J^^iii^'^^'^^^^ mlesof the 



b ein>^, hke -tl^e -ro les 
theiji, can 



sense^ 



of diess> neither t^rue nor] 
conclusion R tjtp m}^ to he 



^^Jo^ij^tj^ 



It is this difficulty which Leibniz has in his 
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mind when he urges agamst the extreme nomi- 
nalists that though names are aHiJici al, they are 
not orfti^mtn/^^ (For instance, quite different 
symbols might be chosen to represent the con- 
cepts we commonly symbolise by the signs 2, 3, 5, 
+, = , and in that case the truth we now write in 
the form 2 + 3 = 5 would be expressed by a very 
different set of symbols. But the numerical truth 
meant, or symbolised, by both groups of signs 
would be one and the same. For every true 
proposition, expressed in our familiar notation, 
about relations between numbers, there would be 
one, and only one, corresponding proposition in 
the other set of symbols. The particular signs 
selected to denote the different numbers, and the 
different operations which can be performed upon 
them, may be largely arbitrary, but there is 
) nothing arbitrary about the laws of their com- 



A 



h 

J bination.) 

t 



-J/ I "Tt'e secret of Ho bbes's m istake, in fact, lies in 
•the insidious error intowhich befalls about the 



l ogical c haractera nd function of definitions. It 
is not true, as he supposes, tkat e,g. ^^eometry 
the definitions are the real premisses from which 
the theorems are inferred. Technically, as Hobbes 
himself, has seen, a definition is a mere verbal 
abbreviation, a mere substitution of a single 
40 
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hitherto unemployed word^ or other symbol, for a 
more complicated set of words or signs of already 
known import. Hence you could eliminate the 
definitions from the science altogether by merely 
replacing every defined symbol in a demonstration 
by the group of symbols for which, as its definition | 
declares, it is an abbreviation. The only diflFer- 
ence such a proceeding would make would be that 
our demonstrations would be thus rendered pain- 
fully long and cumbrous. T his is w ]iy T^''^bbfis.iB 
pe rfectly correct in holding that a scientific defi- 
nitidn is really neither true nor false, since it is^ 
in tact, nD > « prnpnHit.Tnn afr. all huL^ mere con- 
vention between djfierent ffl]j|ikfiTa as i^ the sense 



t o be put on a particular abbreviation. But what 
Hobbes does not see is that it follows at once from 
this correct view of the function of definitions, 
that the definitions are never the premisses from 
which our scientific demonstrations are inferred. 
The real premisses of all demonstrations are partly 
logical axioms, that is assertions which declare 
that certain propositions imply fommllj the truth 
of certain others, partly postulates, or unprovable 
existence-theorems, that is assertions that certain 
objects exifiti or have a certain relation to one 
another. An mstance of the former kind of 
premiss in Euclid is the 'first axiom/ which 
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states that if the magnitude of a is the same as 
that of b, and the magnitude of b is the same as 
that of c, then it follows that the magnitude of a 
is the same as that of c. Examples of the second 
kind are the unexpressed postulate that there 
exists the class of entities called points, or the 
explicitly enunciated postulate of the existence of 
the straight line (i.e. of an entity which is com- 
pletely determined when two of its points are 
given). And when we carry our analysis of the 
presuppositions of demonstrative science far 
enough we shall always find that just as the 
ultimate logical axioms are, for the simple reason 
that they are preconditions of all proof, them- 
selves unprovable, so the ultimate existential 
postulates, because they are preconditions of all 
definition, are all assertions of the existence of 
kinds of entities which are indefinable. Now 
these ultimate axioms and postulates being thus 
neither arbitrary, nor mere declarations of the 
signification of names, we escape the conclusion to 
which Hobbes's view would lead, that there is, in 
the end, no sense in asking whether the proposi- 
tions of science are true or not, and science comes, 
after all, to be something very diflFerent in kind 
. Jrom a curiously complicated chess problem. 

To return, however, to the exposition of Hobbes's 
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thought. As we have already seen, Hobhes starts 
with the assumption, as ultimate scientific pos- 
tulates, of the fundamental propositions of a rigid 
mechanical materialism. The only things wbieh / 
we really k now to esist are bodies, and bodies are I 
d uly kllflT^n to Lisas yehjclgjiQf^lQM^^fli^^li the 
fa cts of esitern^l nature and of mental Ufe must 
t.Viftmfnrfl^ fQ]P gAifltifft I m vf^rif^ties of motion in 
the parts of body, and nothing more. Hence a 
completea pmlosophy WOllM UUlOllliT to a vast 
system of deductions by which all the truths of 
physical and mental science would be shown to 
be logical consequences of the ultimate simple 
laws of motion laid down by mechanics, '^fjjjii 
the 



jjjjj^lggjijligyjjjjii^ 



Hobbess chief merit 



yj^^jj^fl^^j^U^kenthe 

t^ ^of p .erl.orm{nK s uf^h a t^ pjlnfitioT^^^^^^^g|g||gf 
consistency, flflfl !l tUHar' mnaciousn ess of what jt 
i3ipnBrt ffS!nH^Trtf gP^!lfP!W1^3EeiTE is 

tE^nycSBBBtffinffll ^S^iB^maEena^ iiTt^ 
history of thought, as far as that_historY is know n/ 
to us, whose xnlelligence rises above medioc£ '^ 
atHlT?66^e"cahauUf, HI the same tj gifi,j0a.Y£ _ 
doubt as to bm flglflC fflWRmiT H gflflfl ib is^mnTt 
instructive, as throwing iignt upon the inherent 
defects of materialism as an ultimate philosophical 
standpoint, to observe at what points his. 
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X? 



Qstulates fail him, Such a failure occurs, with 



the consequence th at Hobbes is ^ foiced ^o abandon 
his strictly deductiYemethod , at two critical 
points in Ms exposition. When he enters upon 
the realm of our inner mental life in his account 
of sensation, he has to abandon the attempt to 
deduce our perception of the yarious qualities of 
bodies, their colours, savours, odours, and the like, 
from a mathematical theory of the external motions 
which are commonly called their causes or stimuli, 
and to accept the correlation of the various sense- 
qualities with certain external stimuli simply as 
given and unexplained facts of experience. And in 
the same way, when he advances to the theory of 
human conduct, he finds it quite out of the ques- 
tion to exhibit the fundamental passions of human 
nature as movements of particles within the 
organism mechanically determined by similar 
movements on the part of external bodies ;^.ihe 
fundamental^passions, like the simple, sensible 
qualitie3_.-ol .thilJgP^ kavi^to^tia! tr eated asj mex- 
plainedgiven^facts, &nd the assertion that they are 
really motionaofjparticles oT theTjodyTand nothing 
more* remmns.^,merfi_ii^[roved assertion which 
is o£ BO sigm&oa no e for th e^-fcirthetLdev-dgprnent 
of Hobbes's ethical scheme. T here is thus no 
re al lomaLjiflimfiiiLion between Hobbeaa mota - 
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physi cal materialism a^d Jiifl..£iJ3icaL-Mid-JX!liJiij^ 
d Qctrme of hiiTaan conduct; th e .^yhQl ^ of th e 
latter inightj in fact, be e qually well grafted upon 
a pronounced spiritualistic metaphysic, such as 
that of uescartegr Jiven the rejection of the 
doctrine of free will is, in point of fact, based upon 
assumed psychological grounds which in no w^ay 
involve the metaphysical postulate that all exist- 
ence is bodily ; in short, the only advantage whig^L 
H obbes really derives from his materiahsm J^ 
that it furnishes him with a plausible ex cuse for 
his refusal to take theology seriously, ^"■^•^ 
OrHoR5e?^TEeo^^niI5"^I!I5SI?fns it will be 
time enough to speak in the next chaptar. But 
something must be said here of t^ effect 
his materialistic as BUtjaEtJflflMJBifcJa^^ 
Qt^5a^ ^tion !^it IS an immediate consequen<?^ 
of the posTulate that al ]^ph3 ^s ical change^ Js 
motion that the various apparent sensible quali- 
ties 61 65t6 Mai boaies eaonot be ol^^ctiveT^ WBL 
CoWBTS, smells, and the rest must be mer^ 
'appearances' within the percipient of reaUtits^^^^ 
which are, in truth, mere motions of material / 
particles — * All which q ualitieB, called sjmsible, ( 
are in the object that causeth them but so many \ 
several motions of the matter, by which it presseth / 
our organs diversely ' {LevicUiia/ti, c. i,). Hobbes 
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is thusj '- 9pA with OnLlrlfin anrl Dftsnartes. and the 

oLaeDsiUe-^or, as Locke named them — secondary 
quahtiea. They ai;e jiot^^eal ^tferibiifces b( ext^rrml 
t hing's, b^L lk^^^;;^^|y^ffkf^^ 

ST^xternal thiT.^M imnn fh^ ^ mind ' ojUh^UiBXMmx^ 
systeiD ' of the pi^dj^kjiL- But Hobhes does not 
stop at this point As a consis tent materialist, 
he_is bound to h old-hat t he mrn^^nfSfWTtS 
sy stem Is^ 
seq^uently that ttie _oi 



e, a 



tl ^sff^v^^il n 11 M^MM 



EgaagSBWa 



oooT^nd 



duceB 

kisr 



upon it by any Eternal ag^ent is the same 
^BSct^vTncii one external ugen^^an 



Tt 



produce onanother^wnodUicat^^ 
motions. Tke sensible quality, t3.g. a colour, musl 
not merely be a mere subjeetiye effect of externall 
motion, it must itself, aa a subjecfciye effect, b e a] 
motion, and nothing mor| bo be adds imm? 
ately after the words just quoted, * Neither in us 
that are pressed are they anything else but divers 
motions ; (for motion produceth nothing but 
motion)/ Thus we are left to face the paradox 
that the whole world of perceived sensible quali- 
ties is an illusion, while there is not, and on the 
principles of strict materialism cannot possibly 
be, any one to be illuded. Colours, tones, smeUs^. 
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tastes, have^fira^ been (|ed^ to be subjective 
e ffects produ ced, npnn t he indiv idual 'percipient 
by the impact of particles themselves devoid of 
all quality; then, since it has to be recognised 
that, according to materialism, the subject in 
which these effects are produced must be itself 
just one collection of such particles among others, 
it is annoimced that the effects themselves cannot 
really be there. If the average materialist stops 
short of enunciating this intolerable paradox, 
it is only because he is so far Hobbes's inferior 
in logical power, or in candour, or in both. 

The conception of the subjectivity of sensible 
qualities is still so commonly regarded as an 
established result of modem science that it is 
worth our while to pause over it for a few 
moments, and to ask whether it can be main- 
tained in a form which does not lead to the 
Hobbian paradox. Suppose that Hobbes had 
so far relaxed his materialism as to recognise 
the real existence of immaterial 'states of con- 
sciousness,' might he not have held, without any 
paradoxical consequences, that what we com- 
monly call the secondary or sensible qualities of 
external things are in truth * states of our own 
consciousness,' which are caused by the action 
of au external world of bodies totally devoid of 
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quality ? Such a view was widely current in the 
ancient philosophical schools, and was revived 
in Hobbes's own day by Galileo and Descartes, 
from the latter of whom it passed as an almost 
unquestioned axiom into modem science. Yet 
it is clear, I think, that the doctrine will not bear 
serious examination. The very ground upon 
which the sensible qualities are* declared to be 
subjective, to be * in us ' and not * in the things 
outside us,' is the assumption that all the pro- 
cesses of the physical world, however various 
they may seem to be, are in actual fact purely 
mechanical. If this principle is true, it must 
hold just as much for the living organism, which, 
after all, is just one body among others, as for 
everything else. The effects of a stimulus upon 
the organism, whatever they may seem to be, 
must in reality be as entirely mechanical as the 
stimulus itself, as Hobbes very properly said. 
Even if a colour or a sound could be said without 
absurdity to be a 'state of consciousness,' the 
principles of a mechanical philosophy would 
absolutely forbid our calling that state an ' effect * 
of an external stimulus. The 'effect' of the 
stimulus would have to be simply the ex hypotheai 
purely mechanical changes induced by it in the 
nervous system, and with these changes the 
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'state of consciousDess ' would have really no 
discoverable relation but the temporal relation 
of simultaneity. The whole of our intellectual life 
would become, as it has sometimes been called, 
an * epiphenomenon,* a series of events occurring 
simultaneously with certain mechanical changes 
in the world of bodies, but standing absolutely 
outside the series: of causes and effects. 

And, if we carried analysis a step further, we 
should at once be confronted by a still more 
formidable difficulty. For it would readily be- 
come apparent that, whatever sensible qualities 
may be, they are certainly not ' states ' of a mind. 
When, in common parlance, I am said to see a 
blue flower, it is really ridiculous to say that in 
truth it is my mind which is blue. My judgment 
' that flower is blue ' may be true, or it may be 
false, but in either case one thing is quite clear. 
It is not 'being blue,* but 'believing that the 
flower is blue ' which is, in that moment, a state 
of my perceiving mind. And this simple reflec- 
tion is in itself enough to dispose of the whole 14. U 
d oiitrine of the 'sub jfiritiiTJty ^f nftnoiblff qnnlitieii! n^.<.<^ 
There are really only two alternative possibilities 
in the case. Either all the propositions in which'N 
a sensible quality is ascribed to a thing are merely/ 
false, as Hobbes's account logically implies, or 
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else there are at least some bodies which really 
have the sensible qualities of colour, savour, and 
so forth. It would be no way of escape to suggest 
that perhaps what is really blue is neither the 
flower nor my mind, but some part of my opticid 
apparatus, e.g, the stimulated region of my retina. 
For, on such a theory, there is at least one body 
which really has the sensible quality, viz. my 
retina. But, if so, why not other bodies as well, 
and what becomes of the postulate that the only 
obje ctively real properties of body are mechanical? 
rThe.Jaot-4sHjb»^^ l ib? all t he p h ilo^ 

sophers- Avho ha v e w tuyit^the subjectivity oy 
sensible qualities, commits the grave error of 
trying to combine two really inconsistent con- 
ceptions of the relation between the extemall 
world and our perception. He tries to thinKV 
of the world of bodies as being at once the cause) 
m perception, and also the object which percep-\ 
tion apprehend s. W hat our last two parag faphs ; 
have gone iu bhow is that feth these conceptionftA 



n annot be true ^ at once. If the external world 
is the cause of perception, it cannot be the object 
apprehended in perception; in fact, perception, 
in that case, can have no object at all, and all 
supposed kn owledge about anvthing must be a 
mere illusionfas was pretty clearly seen by Stume. 
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On the other hand, since the external world ^ 
certSglj rthe obj6Ct Of 6}Xt p erceptio^Thow far [ 
that perception is correct or erroneous makes 
no difference to the argument), the relation of j 
the world to the perceiving subject cannotr"p oa^ 
sibly._Jbfi~iu-cauaaLjaie. When we have once 
grasped this truth, we shall see that the accuracy 
of our perception of sensible qualities of body 
is a question to be argued, in every special case, 
on its own merits, and cannot be impugned by 
any general d priori arguments drawn from the 
principle of causality. Nor does this conclusion 
in any way conflict with the fullest recognition 
of the right of physical science to treat the 
external world, for its own purposes, as if it were 
devoid of sensible qualities, and consisted merely, 
Inf nsi wy, of vibratory motions of different rates 
of frequency. All that is required to justify such 
a proceeding is that there should be a uniform 
one-to-one correlation between each sensible 
quality (ftg^ each shade ., of-eelour), and a par- 
ticular kind of vibration ; we D^y then treat the 

as if it actually were the vibration, just as, in 
ordinary analyticf^ geometry, we can treat a 
point in a plane as if it were actually a couple 
of numbers. )i ^ure the phj^sicist so often ^goes 

SI 



THOMAS HOBBES 



wrong, whon ho s tray s mto - fch e ^ 
sopby , . ifi i n ■ ha st ily » ft SB un^ g-^hftl^'- twa - t h i ngs 
wJaah^Juw^^^'^'^ft" one ' one c oige&pond e ncg ' t tr each 
0dica^JM5e^i?©ftHy'"^6"'^me^^TEr^^ for the 
. further d posteriori arguments by which Hobbes 
trieU to establish the subjectivity of sense- 
qualities, e.g. in the first chapter of Leviathan, 
they are all of the type since made familiar by 
Berkeley and his followers (appeals to dreams, 
to hallucinations, etc.)/ Their conclusive force, 
wJwtgygrHl^'Hmay b% would be equally great if 
we applied them to the 'primary' mechanical 
properties of body, or even to Hobbes's supreme 
reality, motion itself, since ail these may be the 
subject of dreams and hallucinations, jus t as 
CUlUUry OT*SmeIls might be. in trutn, aU that 
is proved by arguments of this type would seem 
to be that it is possible to make erroneous 
judgments about external things, a proposition 
which no sober philosophy is called on to deny. 

T n one respe^^ Hobbe^ goes beyond most of th e 
E nglish writers who l^pe flinAA ftgpnnp^ iTiq 
doctrine t bat pnai ble qualities aye suhjy.ctii |r e : he 
m aintains the sam^ \'^^VS abouj^ ppace and time 
themselv es. They also are merely 'phantasms,' 
that is, they are not ' the accident or aflEection of 
any body ' ; they are ' not in the thing s without us, 
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but only in the t hought of the mind/ (Concerning 
Bociy, viL '6). M orej)recis e lY..^3M^ ' f.hfi nhan- 
tasm of a thicg e y fttiTipr witihftllt tbfl m J Ild simPJ y ; 

siSernooiher y^c i^d i^nt^^but oi J ^^ it t^ yg^ ^ s 
without us Jj t.imft ia MJ ieph^^ of b^ore an d 

af ^r'^iJDr^^otiQn.!. (Ibid., vii. 2, 3). The ground 
given by Hobbes for this assertion is that if the 
whole world could be suddenly annihilated except 
one man, that man would still retain his con- 
sciousness of space and time. I confess I do not 
see that this consideration proves anything, except 
perhaps that space and time are not bodies, nor 
do I see how Hobbes could think that motion (the 
successive occupation of diflferent positions by the 
same thing), is objectively real, and yet hold that 
space and time are mere subjective ideas of our 
own. His statement, it should be noted, bears no 
real resemblance to Kant's famous doctrine of the 
' ideality ' of the forms of perception. Space and 
time are regarded by him not as universal forms 
of perception impressed by the mind upon a 
'manifold' of sensations received from without, 
but merely as constituent elements of the ' mani- 
fold' itself. The whole distinction between a 
formal element in perception, which comes from 
the perceiving subject, and a material element 
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contributed by the external world, belongs to a 
later and more developed stage of the theory of 
knowledge. It is, indeed, a signal advance upon 
the Kantian position to recognise clearly that the 
*formar element in perception is no less objec- 
tive than the * material,' but the recognition seems 
inconsistent with sensationalism as a theory of 
knowledge. Hobbes is able to be consistently 
sensationalist precisely because it does not occur 
to him to draw any distinction between the 
* formal ' and the ' material ' in our knowledge. 
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CHAPTER 111 

EMPIRICAL PSYCHOLOGY — THE NATURE OF MAN 
We TTiflj nn^ prpPQftH fn fi(>pqiHAr t.>^ft nifi^^lj^"^'- 

^^® of t he analysis of co gmtjgn_ajydi_vglitioiL 
which haseamed for HjahheaJth^weU-jaerited titl^,. 
of 'founder of emgiriQal-.psjchology/ that chief 
contribution of the English-speaking peoples to 
mental science. This analysis will be found by 
the English reader most fully set forth in two 
works, the Human Nature (the first part of the 
treatise on the Elements of Law originally^^om^ 
posed in 1640), and the opening chapters of 
Leviathan (published in 1651). We must bear in^ 
mind, however, that Hobbes is chiefly interested 
in the psychology of the individual mind less for 
f its own sake than because it furnishes him with^ 
a logical foundation for his naturalistic doctrine^ 
of ethics and politics; his psychology is con- 
sequently only worked out so far as is necessaix\ 
for the achievement of this ulterior (9nd. 

Hobbes, as we have seen, does not attempt to 
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deduce the principles of psychology, let alone 
these of ethics and politics, from the general 
d&ctrine of motion, but falls back upon our 
immediate experience of the miain facts of human 
nature as we find them in ourselves. He is, so to 
say, an empiricist malgri lui, and it is one of the 
entertaining ironies of history that the English 
philosopher who, of all others, is most strongly 
insistent upon the deductive character of genuine 
science should be chiefly remembered by that 
part of his work which is most flagrantly inconsis- 
tent with his own conception of strictly scientific 
method. From the axiom that neither within nor 
without is there any reality but motion there is, 
intruth, no road to moral and political science. - 
I ^^Hobbes starts, in his doctrine of man, from the 
usual empiricist assumption that all mental life 
is a development from beginnings in seTisation; 
' for there is no conception in a man's mind which 
hath not, at first, totally or by parts, been be- 
gotten upon the organs of sense. The rest are 
derived from that original' (Leviathan, c. i). \ 
Sensation, as we have seen, is, according to him, ( 
a motion caused in. these organs by previous \ 
motion in some external body. Why the sensible \ 
qualities, thus begotten, are supposed to belong to 
external bodies he explains by the theory that all 
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sensation gives rise to motor reaction from the 
heart, which he, like the Aristotelians, regards as 
the centre of the nervous system, towards the 
periphery of the body. It is the outward-flowing 
direction of these reactions which causes sensible 
objects to appear without us, — a crude version of 
the now seriously discredited doctrine of ' feelings 
of innervation/ He immediately adds a doctrine 
of the relativity of sensation. Sensation requires 
a constant variety of stimuli ; persistent exposure 
to an unvarying stimulus would readily give rise 
to total unconsciousness, ' it being almost one for a 
man to be always sensible of one and the same thing 
and not to be sensible at all of anything ' (Concern- 
ing Body, XXV. 5). Jhat is, consciousn fiftft dftpftudft 
upo n contraM ^ Prom sensation Hobbes goes on 
next to derive imagination and memory. Im 
agination is simply ' decaying sense,' i.e. the per- 
sistence, in a less intense form, of the organic^ 
process excited by a stimulus after the stimulus] 
itself has been withdrawn. This persistence itself J 
^gain, is a conseque nce of lyhat NAwhmi was ftfteri 
wards to call the * first law of motion.' ' When a 
body is once in motion, it moveth (unless some- 
thing else hinder it) eternally, and whatsoever hin- 
dereth it, cannot in an instant, but in time, and by 
degrees quite extinguish it. And as we see in the 

57 



THOMAS HOBBES 

water, though the wmds cease, the waves give not 
over rollmg for a long time after; so also it 
happeneth in that motion which is made in the 
internal parts of a man, then, when he sees, 
dreams, etc. For after the object is removed, or 
the eye shut, we still retain an image of the 
thing seen, though more obscure than when we 
see it. . . . Imagination therefore is nothing but 
decaying sense' (Leviathan, c. ii.). How, in the 
general subjectivity of all sensation, we are to 
know whether the ' object ' has really been ' with- 
drawn ' or not, is a problem which Hobbes would 
scarcely have found it easy to solve. Memory is 
now explained to be simply imagination of what 
is past. ' When we would express the decay, and 
signify that the sense is fading, old, and past, it is 
called Memory. So that imagination and memory 
are but one thing, which for divers considerations 
hath divers names ' (lb.). 

It is clear that we are here again confronted by 
a difficulty which Hobbes's superficial appeals to 
physical analogies cannot conceal. For imagina- 
tion is by no means exclusively of things past ; j 
we can iioaagine our future as readily as we can! 
remember our past, and we often divert ourselves 
by imagining a state of things which neither had 
existed nor will ever exist. Now how do wf 
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come to make these distinctions between different 
imaginations if imagination and memory are 
merely two names for the same thing looked at 
from two different points of view ? Why is not 
all imagination indistinguishable from reminis- 
cence? In other words, what a psychologica 
analysis of memory ought to account for is noi 
the mere fact that we can imagine what i; 
actually past, but the fact that, in doing so, w) 
recognise the events imagined as belonging tp 
the past and not to the future or to no time 
at all. The secret of Hobbes's failure to give any | 
satisfactory account of memory is not hard to \ 
find, and it is also the secret of much more that 
is defective in his psychological analysis. What 
must happen to any really consistent sensationalist 
in psychology has happened to him. In his 
derivation of mental life from passively received 
sensations he has forgotten the presence of selec- 
tive attention as an ever-present factor which 
actively determines the course of all mental prq^ 
cesses. It is only when we have learned to 
distinguish that fr om w hich attention is turning 
away from that towards which it is moving that 
we acquire a basis for the distinction between im- 
agination of what is * no longer * and imagination 
v;.. of what is ' not yet.' 
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Hobbes next advances to the analysis of com- 
plex trains of thought (Leviathan, c. iii.). He 
begins by laying down the general doctrine of 
' association of ideas/ giving a crude account of the 
psycho-physical dependence of the process upon the 
formation of * paths of conduction ' in the nervous 
system, and recognising ' association by contiguity ' ^ 
more explicitly than ' association by resemblance/ 
though the latter is not entirely overlooked. 
'When a man thinketh on anything whatsoever,^ 
his next thought after is not altogether so casual 
as it seems to be. Not every thought to every 
thought succeeds indifferently. But ... we have 
no transition from one imagination to another/ 
whereof we never had the like before in our/ 
senses. The reason whereof is this. All fancies! 
are motions within us, relics of those made im 
the sense ; and those motions that immediatel}^ 
succeeded one another in the sense continue alsc| 
together after sense, insomuch as the former comingV 
again to take place and be predominant, the later j 
followeth by coherence of the matter moved.' \ 
He distinguishes, however, between mere random 
association and thought guided or regulated by 
the presence of a definite end or purpose which 
controls the formation of associations, e.g, the 
orderly thinking out of a series of steps towards 
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the gratification of a given desire. This latter 
ought really to present a difficulty to him, since 
it most obviously involves the presence of pur- 
posive attention as actively determining the 
current of thought, and leading to sequences in 
'imagination' quite independent of previous 
sequences ' in our senses,' and it seems manifest 
that such attention cannot be analysed into a 
mere succession of subjective effects of physicj^L^ 
stimuli. On Hobbes's theory, as on any theory 
which treats association as more than a sub- H ^ 
ordinate factor in determining the course of » 
thought, whenever we think of a given thing A, _ *^ 
our next thought should be of a thing B, which I »^^i^ 
is either very like A or has been most commonly ^ \ — 
perceived or thought of in close connection with i ^ 
A. In actual fact, in proportion as our thinking 
is truly rational, or, as Hobbes would say, regu- 
lated, the B which the thought of A calls up is 
that which it is most relevant to our present 
object to think of next, and this B may be some- 
thing quite unlike A and something which has 
never been thought of injjiia- garticular con- 
nection with A before. Y It is really only un- 
regulated, random thinking which is dominated 
by association; in an orderly train of pur- 
posive thinking association appears, as often as 
Bi" ^ 
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not, as a disturbmg f€bet<Mr and scterce of ^pure 

Hobbes now proceeds (Leviathan, c. vi.) to a 
similar analysis of voluntary motions, i.e. the 
whole conative side of mental life. Like rpost 
pre-E^ntian psychologists he reckons feeling and 
emotion among the forms of conation. Conation 
is, in every case, nothing but incipient motion 
within the nervous system, and such incipient 
outward-directed reaction Hobbes calls by the 
general name endeavov/r. Endeavour, again, has 
two contrasted directions. It is either endeavour 
to or from a perceived object, the words * to ' and 
' from ' being understood quite literally of direc- 
tion in space. Endeavour towards an object is 
what we call appetite or desire ; endeavour from 
an object is called aversion. Other names for 
the two directions of endeavour are love and hate. 
'Because going, speaking, and the like ^voluntary 
motions depend always upon a precedent thought 
oi whither, which way, and what, it is evident 
that the imagination is the first internal beginning 
of all voluntary motions. And although un- 
studied men do not conceive any motion at all 
to be there, where the thing moved is invisible, 
or the space it is moved in is (for the shortness 
of it) insensible; yet that doth not hinder but 
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that such motions are. . . . These small beginnings 
of motion, within the body of man, before they 
appear in walking, speaking, striking, and other 
visible actions, are commonly called endeavour. 
This endeavour, when it is toward something 
which causes it, is called appetite, or desire; 
. . . and when the endeavour is fromward some- 
thing, it is generally called aversion. . . . That 
which men desire, they are also said to love, and 
to HATE those things for which they have aversion. 
So that desire and love are the same thing ; save 
that by desire we always signify the absence of 
the object, by love most commonly the presence 
of the same. So also by aversion we signify the 
absence, and by hate the presence, of the object ' 
(76., c. vi.). 

Whatever is the object of appetite or desire 
to a man he calls good; whatever is the object of 
aversion he calls evil Hence, since the desires 
o£ different men, and even of the same man at 
diflferent times, are very various, good and evil 
are purely relative terms, and there can be no 
common measure of them, except in civil society? 
where they are determined by the command o^^ 
the ruler ; hence, again, the absolute necessity for 
the civil sovereign and his laws, if moral anarchy 
is to be avoided. 'These words ... are ever 
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used with relation to the person that useth them ; 
there being nothing simply and absolutely so, nor 
any common rule of good and evil to be taken 
from the nature of the objects themselves, but 
from the person of the man (when there is no 
commonwealth), or (in a commonwealth) from 
the person that representeth it, or from an 
arbitrator or judge, whom men disagreeing shall 
by consent set up, and make his sentence the 
rule thereof* (Leviathan, c. vi.). In other words,! 
there is no such thing as a moral law, equally 
binding upon all persons, except in an organised 
political community, and in such a community it- 
self what we call the * moral ' law is a consequence, 
a reflex in the consciousness of the individual man, 
of the habit of obedience to the commands of a 
political ruler. 

It follows from this purely naturalistic con- 
ception of the primary meaning of the words 
' good ' and * evil,' that * of the voluntary acts of 
every man the object is some good to himself^ 
(76., c. xiv.). The proposition is, in fact, tauto- 
logous, since, according to^obbes's definition of 
good, good means what a man desir(^s,. and, as 
we are J to^ fiee^ J^ psychology is 

unable to draw any real distinction betwei 
I desire, orj appetite,' and volition, ^^^s, dfr4he 
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gg ouad th afe-Hhe-t) b j e c t trf' iff mamrty-desirfr is the ^-\ 
ob^t^ hi»4es»e;^' Hobbes bases the conclusion/ ^^ 
that all voluntary action is, kr-lhe'tet resort, | }([ 
purely egoistic, though it appears that the 'good'' 
at which an action aims may, in some cases, be 
the suppression of the pain we feel at the sight 
of another person's suffering, and room is thus 
made for a limited and rather inferior kind of 
bftnftYolflince. It g^uld further be noted that 
Hobbes oddly comw»&s pleasure and pain with 
the consciousness of appetite and of aversion 
resp ec t i v ely, fr]grosr15Iiirnd8r in-airriy sis which is 
forced on him by the necessity of bringing all 
features of our mental life under one of the two 
heads, cognition and motor impulse. Similarly, 
he is obliged to falsify his analysis of deliberation 
and volition. Deliberation is nothing more than 
a succession of alternating impulses or app etites 
towards Mid_from the same object. p^When . m 
the mind of maiTappetites and aversions, hopes 
and fears, concerning one and the same thing 
arise alternately, and divers good and evil con- 
sequences of the doing or omitting the thing 
propounded come successively into our thoughts, 
so that sometimes we have an appetite towards 
it, sometimes an aversion from it . . . the whole 
sum of desires, aversions, hopes, and fears con- 
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tinued till the thing be either done, or thought 
impossible, is that we call deliberation/ 
(Leviathan, Xi. viJ^J It follows, of course, that 
— deUberattoffis no prerogative of man, bt tt comm on 
to him wit h-thfr-Hbrtttes/ WiU is simply the last 
member of this series, the appetite or aversion 
which immediately precedes the visible bodily 
reaction. * The last appetite or aversion immedi- 
ately adhering to the action, or to the omission 
thereof, is that we call the WiU . . . and beasts, 
that have deliberation, must necessarily also have 

will' (76.)- 

From the definition of good and evil, it follows 
that Hobbes adopts a purely and crudely deter- 
minist view on the question of free wilL A man 
inevitably aims at that which at the moment 
appears good to himself; in fact all that we mean 
by saying that it appears good to him is that he 
does so aim at it. Hobbes^ ^ssayo&iflberty-«id*^ 
Necessity still remains one of the clearest and 
rnQStiorcible jBtatementa of -the easefc^ this ittnd 
of~Tigidr-4etejaaQimsm-againstnB^^ 
contingency or^gemmrerfreedom m human action. 

This whole theory of volition obviously suffers 

from grave pByoholegi cal defects, which, in their 

turn, lead to equally grave ethical and sociological 

errors. The secret source of Hobbes's worst 
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mistakes in ethical theory must be sought in the 
absurd inadequacy of his analysis of deliberation. 
Ffom the s tandpoint of ^ s wailj ^ " thqumigk psy- 
c ho l ogy, no t h i ng "Catr-fae^iBeg^ J ud i eg o w '^dian his 
c(»fcHMon"-t)f"Tatiwiri -4^bei«ti^ 
see-sftW^'(:tf^661SBr6tnlg^1^^ Rational 

deliberation, as distinguished from mere hesitation, 
implies the successive examination of alternative 
possibilities of action with a preconceived plan 
or purpose which is already fixed in its main 
outlines, but receives further special determina- 
tion as to its details by each of these successive 
comparisons; the final selection of one of the 
alternatives as the line to be followed is an act 
totally different in its psychical character from 
the blind translation into overt movement of an 
irrational impulse. Sence it is that we can ^ 
actually desire what. we do not will, and will much ^ 
that we do not desire. Thus we find in Hobbes's i^ 
account of volition precisely the sancie blindness 
to tliA iTnpnrfflTiPA nf sy1flP.«j|vft a ttention which we "^x 
had found^in his analysis, of cognition. JTHis has^ 
"ITmrther most momentous consequence for his \ 
ethical and social doctrine. From the identifica- 
tion of volition with mere animal appetite it 
follows that civilisation can provide us with no 
new objects of volition, it can merely increase our 
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command over the means of gratifying desires 
which remain identical with those of the savage, 
or supply additional motives, such as, e,g, fear of 
the police or the gallows, strong enough to check 
the gratification of such desires. We are all still 
savages at heart, though we are better informed 
than the savage as to the probable consequences 
of gratifying our appetites, and have also con- 
trived to attach artificially various new unpleasant 
consequences to the gratification of some of them. 
Not, of course, that Hobbes was himself ethically 
on the level of a savage; the acquisition of a 
rational comprehension of life to which Hobbes's 
labours were so unremittingly devoted, is itself 
an object of desire impossible to a mere savage, 
but for such objects his crude psychological 
analysis has provided no place. It is a direct 
consequence of this analysis, and at the same 
time the real foundation of his whole moral and 
social theory, that competition for objects of 
desire which can only be enjoyed by one man on 
the condition that all others are prevented from 
enjoying them, is still, as it always has been, the 
law of human life, and that this competition will 
always make ordered society impossible unless 
there is a ruler with the admitted right to set 
limits to it and the power to enforce his regula- 
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tions by penalties. However strongly some of the 
facts of the period of revolution through which 
England was passing during Hobbes's manhood 
might suggest such a conception, it should be 
manifest to a dispassionate student of human 
history that it does infinitely less than justice to 
the extent to which, as civilisation advances, the 
objects of human desire become more and more 
of a non-competitive kind, or of a kind which are 
positively unattainable by one man except on 
the condition of their equal attainment by his 
fellows. 

Hobbes develops these portentous ethical con- 
sequences of his psychology in much detail in the 
eleventh and thirteenth chapters of Leviathan. 
The supreme aim of every man is to obtain' 
power, i.e, an assured command over the means 
of future gratification of desire, the reason why 
this passion persists so obstinately throughout 
life being not so much that man is never content 
with the degree of satisfaction he has already 
attained, as the uncertainty whether he will 
continue to retain it undiminished. ' In the first 
place, I put for a general inclination of all man- \ 
kind a perpetual and restless desire of power after j 
power that ceaseth only in death. And the cause / 
of this is not always that a man hopes for a more ' 
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intensive delight, ... or that he cannot be content 
with a moderate power, but because he cannot 
assure the power and means to live well which he 
hath present without the acquisition of more.' 
{Leviathan c. xi.) 
i Now Hobbes also holds that there is n^ g r ^ t ' 
. ^natural difierence^b^tween^^ie^m^ and another 
either in ptysical or mental capacity : * As to the 
strength of body, the weakest has strength enough 
, to kill the strongest, either by secret machination 
■ or by confederacy with others that are in the 
same danger with himself. And as to the faculties 
I of the mind ... I find yet a greater equality 
i amongst men than that of strength.' (76., c. xiii.). 
: Consequently, the natural state of man, i,e. the / 
] condition into which he is bom and in which I 
he remains, so far as he does not artificially \ 
put an end to it by the creation of a political 
system, is one of universal competition, or as 
^ \ Hobbes, who likes to -give his ideas the most 
\( / startling and provocative wording, phrases it, one 
/|\ of 'war of every man against every man,' in 

J whiV.h|j;hftrftjsjTO moral law, niTirn thft rtftffgnifl>n 

of moral Ta w,is only possible among men living in 

Jgf^ civ il society, ^ and respecting their mutual righ ts 

and duS^ I * To this war of e very man against 

every man this also is consequent, that nothing 
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t, 
can be unjust. The n otions of right and w rong,';. 

jiV«i^.ft"fl:TifrTnj^ifft.ip.ft^ liflvft thftrq nn place. Where ! 

th ere is no common power, there is n o lawjj >^^^ 

where no law, no injustic e. Fo rce andfr aud are-'^^, 

in war the two cardinal virtues. ... it is con-j 

sequent also to the same condition that there! rs^ 

be no propriety (i.e. property), no dominion, nol 

mine and thine distinct, but only that to be\ 

every man's that he can get, and for so long as i 

he can get keep it ' (76.). This state of universal \ 

jsnajTchy, we must remember, is not in the least*/ 

gobbes's ideal , as it has sometimeTbeen falsely re- 

presented to be by unscrupulous controversialists ; 

on the contrary, he abhors it, and is at gfB^L 

pains to point out its horrors. SoJongjifiit^asts, 

there can be no settled iTif|iiRhry r>r commerce, no 

science, no arts or lett ers, ' and, w hich is worst of 

all, continuous fear and danger of violent deaths 






and the life of man, solitary^ poor, nasty, brutish, 
flnH fihnrt* (/J.). The salvatiou of man, in 
fact, as we shall see, depends on the fact that 
though nature has placed him in so evil a 
condition, she has also endowed him with 'a 
possibility to come out of it' Whatever we may 
think of Hobbes's analysis of human nature, it V 
must not be forgotten for^a moment that its 
object is not the repudiation of law and morali ty, 
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but ^e vindication ^^ ti^^^ *>" tfhft m]y safe 

g uards agP ^'^«<^^ {{ftn^^*^^ annrpliY nnri miaAry J^ 

In proof of the correctness of the dark picture 

thus drawn of what human life would be without 

a firmly established political authority to protect 

/ men against one another and against their own 

anti-social appetites, Hobbes appeals (1) to the 

r actual condition of savages ; (2) to the absence of 
all moral restraint shown in the mutual relations of 
mdependent states, who have no common superior, 
towards each other; and (3), with special refer- 
ence to the calumniators who charged him with 
a desire to undermine the authority of the exist- 
ing moral law, to the precautions which men take 
against one another even in settled and civilised / 
states. He thus fairly retorts that he only puts f 
into words what is implied in the conduct of his I 
critics themselves when they bar their chests, \ 
lock their doors, or carry arms when on a joumOT^^ 

^ Hobbes's account of the ' p^t\tft of ^*^tnrp ' is, of 
course, as is shown in particular by thejeventfienth 

^.nlTwytrr nf Lfim^niJ^qm.^ exprCSSly iu^gQded tO COU- 

tradict the doctrine of Aristotle, revived and made 
popular in his own time by the famous work of 
Grotius, De Jure Belli et Pacis, that man is 
'naturally a political animaV i-e. that the rudi- 
|tnents of sociability and social organisation are 
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never absent from any group of human beinpfS 
living together. This Implies, contrary to Hobbes's 
psychological analysis, that human impulses are 
not exclusively egoistic. So jlobbes re verts to a 
n otion ultimat6ly_, j]BH ^^- fK mi ^tto'"oW' G^ y 

Qophta te . whf> unt^trr ttm^^^a oralitY is the result of ^^^^ 

' GOIUieatifinj^the notiAn i^^^f^ marlfina^Jtraginally fw 

e xisted in a 'state of nature/^hich was one of r^\ 
^eer law lessness, and l^hat all settled mor^ity^iT^ 1 
the.jgault jjf habit uation to o\)e<lience topolitical : ^ 

LriiTtf^ wliif^Vi mnat havA hnno nyiwintiltTrnnl- un hv \V«tJ^X 






Ccules^ which must ba^ft hflfik-rfHi»ppiiftliyflftt^iij^hj^ 

y^hintory %?^ft"ni^Ti^— aE-^^^Maijjmi-. ^ ItJg.^a sy to 
pmnt j)ut that Ho bbea^exaggerates the extent 4k} |L-l ^j 

and to show, in the light of later research, that 
even savages, jsrho have no se ttled political org ani- 
s ation, really possess a rudimentary morali ty 
l ^ed on traditional tribal MiMnrg., It is equally 
true that..hfi>-eyaggeratp.R the defects-Bvep^-of. the 
seventeenth century, when he maintains that inde- 
pendent nations xecQgnise_7io moral restrictions 
whatever in their dealings with their neighbours. 
Yet his reflections on the character of international 
morality, as well as on the precautions taken even 
by the citizen of a law-abiding community against 
his fellows, retain even to-day a great deal of 
unpleasant significance. We are, after all, in 
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many things nearer the savage than we like 
to think, and it is well that we should not be 
allowed to forget the fact. 

And it is, at least, an important part of the truth, 
that our moral codes are too largely merely the 
effect of unreasoned acquiescence in long estab- 
lished custom, while there can be no doubt that 
Hobbes is much nearer the truth than the senti - 
mental writers before and after him jj^io_haYe 
glorified the relatively lawless cond ition of the 
pre -ciYJlised ma n as a golden age of superior 
' .^n goence or virtue. And there is an element of-*-^ 
f" truth in Hobbea'g polemic aga aifit Arist<ot1fB'fi qqt^- 
oeption of th e way in which the family has 
widened into the Tillag e commun ity, and the" 
village community jatn the-diy o r nation , by a 
process of peaceful ex^nsion. We know enough 
now of the steps by which historical Greece came 
into existence to be sure that what lay behind the 
formation of the Greek "polis was, more often 
than not| invasion, conquest, massacre, and the /j 
anarchy produced by the violent subversion of / 1 
older settled ' morality/ If we abandon the empty / 
dream of ever discovering historical information / 
as to the * primitive ' condition of mankind, and I 
content ourselves with the more modest question, 1 
What state of things preceded the growth of thatj j 
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which we call Western civilisation, whether 
Hellenic or Germanic, we shall find that Hobbes" 
has, after all, given us a large part, though not 
the whole, of the truth, especially if we take his 
picture, with his own qualifying remark that * it 
was never generally so all over the world,' and 
that his prime purpose is not to write ancient 
history, but to show by philosophical analysis 
* what manner of life there would be where there 
were no common power to fear, by the manner 
of life which men that have formerly lived under 
a peaceful government use to degenerate into a 
civil war ' {Leviathan, c. xiii.). 



\ 
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CHAPTER IV 

THE MAKING OF THE LEVIATHAN 

We have seen, in the last chapter, what is 
Hobbes's conception of the 'state of nature,' the 
condition in which man found himself at^the 

y^iawn of civilisation, and into which he tends to 
degenerate when the bonds of political allegiance 
are gravely relaxed. It is a condition in which 
th ^ manhinpry pr^Tiffftfl hy c^y^^mftnt far t hr 
^ ^ f ft frmii ti ftf I POJ^'V* f n nrlnm n nt n ll y , anti-socia l 
mi pplses I'g QnfirAly ft.V>s^e^t. and in which there 
is nothing to take its place. How, then, could 
any number of men ever pass out of this state of 
anarchy into a state of settled order? Hobbes^ 
replies that there is a possibility to escape from 
th e state of nature into one of Qivil societ^^which 
I ia.,Jounded partly^ on men's passions, partly on 
^ men's reason . Partly on their_£assions, since 

,.AmQngp4;hgsft thptre a,rfi fiftveral whi ch makejfo r^ 

ppiM^^jLmLnrflflrly flYighAnnft^ r}iq}x agj^ggftrnf death, 

desire of such things as are necessary to com- 
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modious living, and a hope by their industry to 
obtain them/ (J ^ia than, c, . xiii.) Partly on 
reason, since Jt is reas on which suggests to man- f 
kind the proper means of securing gratificatio n ■ 
for these unbellicose passion s, or as Hobbes puts \ 
it, *suggesteth convenient articles of peace upon j 
which men may be drawn to agreement' (lb.). I 
We might, perhaps, ask how men living by the/ 
unregulated promptings of egoistic appetite evei/ 
come to listen to these 'suggestions' of reason 
but here, too, Hobbes is ready with an answer. 
We, all of us, he says, have our calmer moments 
when rational reflection is undisturbed by passion, 
and it is then that the voice which suggests 
' articles of peace ' makes itself heard. 

like the great majority of the political theorists 
from Hooker in the sixteenth century to Rousseau 
in the eighteenth, Hobbes thus assumes that 
th e transition from savagery to c ivil society must 

l^ftVA bftprATi wi^.h an express af n-^fTTlfflti nr n^w,. 

trs^.t^ t he so-called ' social compact/ Hence with 
him, as with the others, it becomes the first object 
of political theory to discover the terms of this 
original contract — the 'articles of peace' already ; 
mentioned — since it is by these terms that we ' 
have to ascertain the limits of the rightful ; 
authority of political rulers. The ruler is legiti- 1 
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raately entitled to just so much authority over 
his subjects, and no more, aa can be log'ically 
deduced from the examination of the terms of 
the contract by which civil subjection was 
first instituted. Whatever in the practice of 
J actual rulers is not covered by these terms is 
I usurpation. Th ig method of dedu cinp^ the rights 
I gf fl. gfVYf?rn ment over its subjects from a suppoied 
I r^ngnnnl fiontrf^Qt^ which h ad , in p oint of fact, come 
down to the thinkers of the sixteenth century 
from the mediaeval legists and schod^eUj^who 
were_£eeldn g a rational basis ^o r^ thei r various 
theories of the division of power between the 
Pope and the secular authorities, or between the 
Pope and the general councils^ received its death- 
blow towards the end of the eighteenth century 
from Bentham and Burke, both of whom insist, 
in_different ways, th^t the ri ghts of governmen ts 
must be based on the actual need3"oOoc!etyrand 
t he primit ive rights of man. 



not on a^ Lfieory ot 
BentHam's arguments^ whlchwill be found inTiis 
Fragment on Government, are mainly directed 
against Blaokstone's attempt to determine the 
rights of the British Crown by deductions from 
the compact between king and people supposed 
to be made in the coronation oath, Burke*s, 
against the onslaught of the French ReTolution^ 
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acting in the name of the * rights of man ' upon 
the vested interests, which he chooses to regard as 
established 'rights/ of the nobility and clergy. 
In the nineteenth century, the growth of historical 
research into social origins made the conception 
of government as having arisen at a definite time 
by means of a definite voluntary compact even 
more unreal, by revealing the enormous extent to 
which definite political institutions have arisen 
out of an earlier^ stage of ' customary ' law. In- 
deed, when we look the matter squarely in the 
face, it .becomes evident that free association by 
voluntary agreement belongs to the culmination 
rather than to the beginnings of civilisation, and 
that the recognition of the binding force of such 
agreements presupposes the existence of a highly 
organised public opinion against their violation, 
so that contract depends upon society more than 
society upon contract. .It is therefore gi^if^ 
impossible_fer.u.s to tafefi Hohhfis^s afifionnt of the 
<^05aE55L^-?Mchj[azagfiry.is^.fi^^ 
life begun as seriou s historical fact . Yet it is 
possible to suspect that the reaction against 
theories of the origin of government in contract 
may perhaps have been carried too far even on the 
historical side. History itself, at least, gives us 
reason to believe that many a famous community 
79 




'\\o^l^^ 



i ^ 







THOMAS HOBBES 

has sprung from combinations of * broken men/ 
relics, in a period of general disintegration, from 
many distinct ruined tribes or cities, who hare 
somehow been thrown together and entered into 
a new alliance among themselves, and in such 
eases the new community must clearly have 
rested upon the voluntary agreement to unite in 
mutual support. But, in any case, the substance 
of Hobbes's reasoned 'pI^t:£cxE:a^sdkLtiHm^is quite 
independent of the largely mythical form in 
which it is clothed by the author. TTowever 
governments originate, it is at least true that 
their permanencydg^eada wpon t->be-i:agognition 
by governors and ^verned ali ke of certain general_^ 
principles defining the functions of the~governQr^ 
anr 



"THti obligations of the governed, and such 
recognition may not unsuitably be represented to 

the imagination as an implicit bargain. These 

pjincipiea-ilabbea andJlie_aEyBnteentL century. _ 

pTiblififRhq.in-g^neml o.all by g^jmnift borrowed 
from the Romanlawyers, who in their turn^ad 
borrowed it from the Stoic^pMosophcrs, the 'Uws 
of natur e/ the curious result of this appeal to the 
terminology of the Roman jurists being that, in 
effect, the theorists of the ' social contract ' 
contrive to apply to political institutions of a very 
nn-Roman character the doctrines of the Roman 
80 
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law of corporations. There is, of course, no 
inconsistency between. the phrase 'laws of nature' 
and Hobbes's doctrine that a law, in the sense of 
a command by a superior, is impossible until the 
creation of a public authority to give the com- 
mand, since Hobb es is careful to explain tha t 
*l aws of nature' are not commands^ but * rules V^ 
o f reason,' true universal propositions as to the 
conditions upon which settled wellbeing is obtain- 
able. They are laws in the sense in which we 
apply the name to the principle of Excluded 
Middle or to that of the syllogism, not in the 
sense in which it is given to the Statute of h^ 
Mortmain or the British North America Act: ^P^^ 

general rule fou nd out by reason, by which a manU 9\ 
IS forbidden to do tha t w\\\o\\ is dfifltmfit.ive pf \\\9T 
life, or taketh^ away the means of prftsftr ving tha 
same, and to o m it t h at b y w hich ha-thinketh,it ' 
may best be preserved' (Leviathan, c. xiv.). 
Hobbes's employment of the word 'forbidden' in, 
this sentence is, of course, metaphorical. His 
meaning is simply that since every man desires to I Jsp 
live, reflection shows us that it would be irrational » ' 
to endanger our lives or to fail to protect them. 
It is in this, and not in any mere idealistic sense, 
that we have to understand the declaration, in 
F 8i 
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the first chapter of the De Gorpore Politieo, that 
the lawD|jiaXure is identical with reaso n. It ia 
not that reason is thought of as supplying us 
with ends of action : the ends of action are already 
giTen by the fundamental brute passions and 
appetites. What reason does is to indicate 
general rules as to the means by which 
such foregone ends may be most certainly 
obtained. 

Of such * pen^ral rules found out bv reason,' 
there are, ac cordin g tfTT'^^^^^"! ^ ""gag^Arflhlft 
number, but alTarA d et^ i if't Mfl fr mn a single 
supreme rule^ / that eyery man ought to endeavour 
peace as far as he has hope "of obtaining itj and 
where he cannot obtain it, that he may seek and 
use all helps and advantages of w^. The first 
branch of which rule containeth the first aa d 
'fu ndamental law of natur e, which is to seekpsam^ 
and follow it; the second the sum of the right of 
lature, whicrisj by all "tneans^we canJoAi^^ml 
t^^^^^^selvea* {Leviathan, c. xiv.). (Of course, by 
saying that we 'ought* to seek peace, Hobbes 
means no more than that, in virtue of the hazards 
and dangers of the * war of all against all/ it is 
manifestly to our advantage to do so where we 
can.) An immediate corollary, which figures as 
the second law of nature, is that each of us should 
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be willing, when the rest are equally willing, to 
fthandon thg^'gentifSJ" claim to acTexactly as he 
-thiaJts fit, 30 far as the reimnciatioa is necessary __ 
foiL_pgac©]^liat a man be willing, when others 
are so too, as far forth as for peace and defence of 
himself he shall think it necessary, to lay down 
this right to all things, and be contented with so 
much liberty against other men as he would allow 
^^-^ther men against himself * (7J.) Briefly^ then, \A >^ 
the secondl aw is ' do not to others what you are /^ 
not prepared to allow them to do to jou/ a precept 
which Hobbes, characteristically enough, confuses 
with the 'golden rule '.of the GosgeL^ It is upon 
this rule that the whole possibility of contract, 
and, consequently, according to Hobbes, of political 
society, depends, E or what th e rule provide s \ 
for is the layinfy aside b'y each , member o f a hody 
of men ofjome pa rt of hi gher iginal^ right s as 
d escril^ in the ^^ of Hobbes s * rules of 
reason,* to act exactl y as he thinks fit. Now 
rights laid aBide_ar6 either merely renou nced, or, 
when they are resigned for the benefit of an 
expressly ' gisig Bated person or persons, trains- 
f&tTed to that person or j>ersons. Such trans^ 
ference, being— r^roluntary act, is necessarily 
interested, since the object of every voluntary 
act is some good to myself* The contracting 
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par ties, then, in eve ry case, ant eanh with a yW^^ 
f^^lfl nwrt nIi:iawfctjvftf]Ya.Ti fiRgf Also» siBce there 
are certain things for the surrender of which no 
man can receive an equivalent, there are things 
which cannot be made the subjects of contract, 
rights which cannot be transferred. A man can- 
not_ ^e.ff, divest himself of th e right to resist an 
assault upon hisjife^ or ^ an att f^Tinp^. \n wmiyi^l or 
impr ison him. M ore generally^ since the whole*^ 
object of a transference of rights is to obtain [ 
an increased security of Kfe and the means of I 
enjoying life, no aet or word of mine can reason- \ 
ably be interpreted as showing an intention of j 
divesting myself of the means of self-preserva- 
tion. These considerations will meet us again 
as furnishing some limits even to the power of 
the sovereign. 

Hobbes now proceeds to deduce from this 
second law a third, which is the immediate 
foundation of the rest of his social theory . When _^ 
twa -payfei«fr-jnake a bargain for their mutual 
advantagej^jt_freg[iiently happen s that one o f 
them is called upon to pe rform his p art^oljthe 
contract first anOoTrust the other to discharge 
his part at some fuTure" timer In this ease th©^ 
contract is called, fr om the point o fjOQiiLJof the 
second party, a cmeTiant From the second law 
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of nature we can then deduce a third, which 
~^_-^obbe3 treats as the foundation of all moral 
"^ ^obligation, ' t hat men iperfor Tn fK^^ir rnygnantfi 
**■ — ■^-''^ ^liide * { Lmiathan, c, xv*). This follows, because 
^m if I break my agreement with you, then, since 
^H your object in the original agreement was to 
^H secure some good to yourself, and my failure to 
^1 perform what I undertook has frustrated that 
^H object, you have no longer any inducement to 
^1 fulfil your part of the bargain. Thus the whole 
^1 purpose of making covenants has been defeated ; 
^H ' cov enants ^gj^uin vain, and but empty words, 
H and^ thfi right of fill Tnen to all thingsj; emaiDiDg , 

^H we a re stil l in th e^cohji ition of war ' (Ih.). On 
^H this law of the sacredness of a covenant depends 
^H the distinction of justice from injustice, and, in- 
^H directly, the whole of social morality, since ' thg 

H j^performancg of covenant A nd w hatsoever is noj^ 
^■-^ unjust 13"" just,' {lb. Note, incidentally^^ that 
H^' Hobbe^ thus, like Schopenhauer^ treats wrong- 
^fc doin^ as a concept logically prior to right-doing:) 
^1 This definition explains what Hobbes had meant 
^H by saying that in * n state of nature ' there can 
^m be no injustice, l^j^iceisbreach of covenant, 
^H but the mutual trulv^pdn %hic h the making of 
^1 covenan ts depends, Is on ly possible when there 
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Xis ft i i /ii iii'i i> <> |ii. i w4ii> wliin , h fftn affect breaches of 
c ovenant with penalties severe enough to^m ake 
it tp v^y intfirast to abBtain from them, i.e. under 
a civil government. For the same reason it is 
Qnlyiin (ler civil g ^verpment that, jl^ftinft^ 
proper^ It is a natural question why, if the 
motive for loyalty to my agreements is always 
some prospect of advantage to myself, I should 
be morally bound to keep them in cases where 
treachery promises to be still more advantageous. 
The fact of the obligation Hobbes does not dis- 
j pute ; he even maintains expressly that a promise 
( to a brigand to pay a certain sum on condition 
of being released is binding unless declared in- 
valid by a properly constituted court of law ; but 
he is not altogether successful in the reasoning 
by which he supports his view. Partly he replies 
that a promise-breaker is not likely to gain in 
the long-run, since no one will trust him after 
his detection ; partly he obscurely hints that there 
may be a final judgment of God to be reckoned 
with. Apparently this suggestion is not merely 
made for the benefit of the orthodox reader but 
represents a laudable inconsistency in the author's 
own views, a belief that honesty is not merely the 
best policy, but has a higher sanctity of its own 
which Hobbes*s analysis of morality fails to 

86 



MAKING OF THE LEVIATHAN 




account for. Perhaps he was more deeply influ- 
enced than he knew by the traditional English 
hatred of a lie, as something inherently base. 

Hobbes now enu mera tes no les s than sixtee n > \ 
subsidiary ' laws of nature/ t^^^ia^t m^ pAnfTitmng 
without whicl 



lexommon existence would 
be impossible^ The general character of these 
* Ig.wa' iflnfigflLhivfi ; tfa^x^r^e pr ohibition s of Yarious 
forms of behaviour which may be expected to 
lead to a breach of the peace, and t he deductio n, 

in A^jf^-h f fl-^ft, tAhfjR f.bp fnj'm nf an nppfin^ t^_gfl1fl 

interest. E.g. if I show myself revengeful, or 
arrogant, or unwilling to refer a dispute between 
myself and my neighbour to a diskSerested and 
impartial arbitrator^ I am doing what lies in me 
to prolong the ' state of war,* and am thus losing 
the increased security of life and enjoyment of 
its good things which peace would have given 
me. The wh nip body of t'he ninet^f^?^ Maws/ ^^ 

T^^hW sft-yg, may Ka snTTn];|)ft^ up j^ the simp lo ^l^ 

formula which _had ak^dy^been given as an ^' 
equivalent for the second *law': *To leave all 
men unexcusable, they liave been contracted into 
one easy sum, intelligible even to the meanest 
capacity, and that is, Do not that to another 
which- HiaiL wauM£gi not h ai m. d im^^-ii^H^elf ; 
which sheweth him that he has no more to do 
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in learning the laws of nature, but when, weighing^ 
the actions of other men with his own, they 
seem too heavy, to^ put them into the other part 
of the balance and his own into their place, that 
his own passions and self-love may add nothing 
to the weight; and then there is none of these 
laws of nature that will not appear unto him very 
reasonable ' (Leviathan, c. xv.). 

We see, then, that Hobbes's 'laws of nature,' 
looked at as a whole, afford a fair formulation of 
the fundamental negative condition upon which 
the maintenance of social order depends ; no man 
is to expect more from his neig hbours than he is 
willing that they should e xpect from him , and 
no man is to interfere with the doings of 
his neighbours iu ttliy wayTn which they may 
not equally interfere with^hia. The competitors 
in the great struggle of life are to start fair, and 
to 'play the game/ What we should seek in 
vain in any of HobbesY expositions of his social 
doctrine is the great Hellenic conception of the 
state or commumty as having a further positive 
function, a duty to ennoble the lives of its 
mqmbers, so" that-each of them may, if he will, 
climb tcTspififiial heights which he could not_ 
have Tcaled^^ti6. Hobbes can hardlv be s aid / 
ta hftvft flTiy rft^,] belief in sociaHnstJtutions asjhej 
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instruments and bearers of progressivej5i5ilisation,N 
he treats them as merely so much machinery for 
the preservation of a status quo. He has mastered 
only the first half of Aristotle's famous dictum 
that *the.city_ comes_into being that men ma y 
livft^ hnt. fiont.iTmfta tq h^ t hat they may live 
weU-L ' V 

We may now pass at once to a demonstration 
of the necessity of the organised state and its 
machinery. The ' laws of^najail^ ' are, indeed, in 

themselves a gnfflniftTif. onr]^ nf pny^Hnnt. and if 

they were always obser ved, peaceful so cial existence 
would be guarant eed with tJ l its accompanying 
benefits. But in the 'state of nature' we can 
have no security that they will be obeyed. They 
' oblige in foro intemo ; that is to say, they bind 
to a desire they should take place ; but in foro 
extemo, that is, to the putting them in act, not 
always,' since a man who persisted in keeping 
them while all his neighbours broke them, would 
infallibly lose by his conduct, and it is impossible . * ^ 

should persis t in doing what he knows 
contrary to l^'g priVofQ int^rftof. Thus they 
rightly speaking, not as yet laws, so long as men 
remain in a ' state of nature.' For a law means 
a command ^iven and enforoealle^y^ definite 
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^rson. ' These dictates of reason mea use to 
call by the name of laws, but improperly; for 
they are but conclusions or theorems concerning 
what conduceth to the conservation and defence 
of themselyeSj whereas law properly is the word 
of him that by right liath command over others ' 
{Leviatfian, c. xv.). What is needed, then, to 
^ecura- ftfttr^inl f^Hdi^nne t g thft m is _ that they 



s, iljfould be coDvcr ted into commands issued by.afl_ 
jkAliority which haa riffhtfnl nTflirp^ t^ nhf^^] j^nC-*^!, 
ji^igfi hs^ ^ also sufficient fo rce at its fliflpny^ifl tn 

secure ^^^i^r^^^fr-^>y thR inflintion of mi^h pfuftltipf! 
for disobedience as may make it always to a 
man^s own advantage to_.ohay. What is needed) 
is, in fact, the institution of a ruler, or sovereign/ 
and ivith the creation of the ruler we have passed 
at once into a state of civil society, or politicrl 
bjection. This is why, with Hobbes, tlia 
tion of a ruler or ^chief magistrate is identicfil 
with the creation of society itself, and 
a gainst the ruler equivalent to ttie dissolution of \ 

Jrhfi mrM hoTirii jtsel f. 

Before we go on to examine the way in which 
the ruler is created, there are two points to which 
it is essential to call attention if Hobbes is not to 
be greatly misjudged. In spite of his insistence 
upon the view that the * dictates o f reason ' do not, 
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become actual commaads until th ere is some one 
to ei 



ores them, Hobbes is not justly^chargeable y\^ 
with the identification of the moral law with the 
caprices of an autocrat. The yalidity of the moral 




law, though not its character as * law, is with him 
anterior to the establishment of the ruler, and 
depends upon what he takes to be the demon- 
strable coincidence of morality with the general 
interest. What the ruler is needed for is to pro- 1 
vide the individual with a standing adequate | / 
incentive to bftliftYft mnrally, and Hobbes is at \ 
great pains to urge that his favourite constitution, 
an absolute monarchy^ is precisely the form of 
society in which tj^eja^ler^is^leaat likely to have 
jmy p ersonal Interest indep endent of the well- 
-being of.,tJie. community, .an d may ther efore be 
most safely trusted to see that his * laws ' embody ] 
nothing but the conditions necessary for peace^/ 
and security. 

^ And again, though Hobbes's argu ment amou nts 
taa-defeaceofa^iutisnvtb ^ dQfono e4^a-thrQugh- 
out baaed^_9n^iatinnalistic a^nd, consequently, 
democratic grounds — He_ jt jentirelj_Jceft both 
froDCL the superstition of a ' divine hereditary jjghl * V^ 
inhe rent in monarchs, such as the Stuarts laid ^'^: \ 
claim ^ tO> and from the doctrine that m ^^ for rti(^ ^ 
itself constitutes *igbt» His object ia to show that 
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t^ the absolute authoritY y^ \^^ ff'"^^^^"^if;y] ^"° a 

I ^"r^/^Q<^^ion ^p rigr hf. l^y tracing it back to its 

I anppnQft/1 <^fj|yiT^ 1T1 4 voluntary 'transference of 

\^ right 7 ^n the part of the subject, a transference 

made in the interests of the subject himself, aad so 

tojg gitimate absobiHftm by giving it a utilitarian 

basis. T he.yWe divino royalists were thus com- 

^ pletely justified in their instinctive distrust of 

Hobbes. When once it is granted that absolute 

sovereignty i s only defensible if it can be f^h/^ wn 

for further inqui^wnetne^bsolutism really is 




be,Ab 



.^^ 







for the general interest or not, and, if it can 
shown that it is not, for th e rejection of abs olutism 
'tself. Thus Hobbes's theories really contam the' xi^ v 
fgerms of the constitutionalism which he com- ^<aK 
[jjated. To declare that absolutism requires an ^ VqJ^ 
utilitarian justification is to be already half-way ^ 
on the road to revolution; there is much more 
community of spirit between Hobbes and Locke 
or Sidney, or even Kousseau, than between Hobbes 
and Filmer. 

The immediate object of Hobbes's deduction of 
the rights of the sovereign is closely connected 
with the political controversies of his own time. 
He_is anxious to disprove the c laims mad e by 
P arliament against the British Crown to be> in 
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a special se nse, the representative of the p eople 
and of popular rights. He therefore sets himself 
to argue that, in every society, the supreme 
, gxecutive author ity is alr^ d ^- iluelf the fe me 
representative of the whole commun ity ; the 
community, consequently, cannot be again * repre- 
sented' by any other institution, and all claims 
made by such institutions to authority co-ordinate 
with, or superior to, that of the executive, on the 
plea of their * representative ' character, must be 
nugatory. To efifect this proof, he has recourse 
to the technical terms of the Roman law of 
corporations and their legal representation. He 
starts with the legal definition of a person. ^A 
persoji-jiifi aiis any being whose words aqd fiict s - 

ftro^cppsid ered in law as issuing either from hjm- c><^ 
se lf or from any other man or thing tojghflm they '( 

are attributed. In the latter case, where the 
words and acts of such" a per son are Iggallv y 

regarded as belonging to some other being or ^ 

beings, whom he represents, the representer is ^ 

an artificial person (e,g, an advocate, speaking! ^ 
from his brief, is an artificial person, who repre- ) 
sents his client; what he says is taken in law as I 
if it were uttered by, and coinmitted, not the\ 
advocate himself, but his client). When the T' 
being thus represented by another owns the ^ 
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words and acts of his representative, he iB said 

to authorise fchem, and the representative speaks 

and acta with a'wthm^ty, so that an act done by 

authority always means an act 'done by com- 

misBion or license from him whose right it is/ 

This at once leads to the conclusion that, by 

the 'law of nature/ any being who has * author* 

ised' another to represent him is bound by all 

engagements entered into by his representative 

on his behalf, so far as they come within the 

scope of the authorisation, exactly as if they 

were his own words or acts. To repudiate them 

is to be guilty of a breach of the law that 

covenants when made are to be kept 

Tfe is point being g ranted, it onlx.remains to 

^P / establish the proposition that all governments 

/ mus^beregarded as originating in a commission 

/ bestowed by a whole community upon the govern- 

^1 men t to ' repres gnt/jt^and the logical defence of 

^P I absolutism is^omplete. Accordingly Hobbes now 

x' ' proceeds to reason as follows. A n aggregate of Jn - 

^^■^ dividlial .la gn can only become^ true rocAMj^ in so 

\ ./far ftj^jl^, fjvliiKife a |]|^i|y o f wJll an d purpose. "Tt is 

A ? this unity of will wticn constitutes ttie multitude 

V • into a community. But there is^ properly speaking,_K. 

^f^np ^^^^-^ tHiir^g ^ fi ^ f^fluflra] ' will i?r wiJi of society 

iitjar ge^ which is not that of individuak Onl y 
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hy ft lAgfyl fintinn f^ftn wa cp^alr Af p,T|y filing Knh 

iDdi vidu al beiDga as endagred -mth will* Conse- 
quently, the unitj of society is- <Hily possime by 
means of representation. The ' wUl' of the society 
becomes a real tEing^^ieB4h6^<^iginal aggregate 
agree to flppoiTit ft HfiffirTninair in_|na]a. 0/ body .of 
m^, t.h ^ir rf^p rpgpnfAftvA^, i^e. tojtake the volitions,^ 
of that Tnan , or that body of men, as * anthorised ' 

In t his way^ and only in this way, an a^regate 
may, by legal fiction^ become one personj ie. a 
collective subject of legal rights and duties. * Jl_ ^ 
m ultitude of men are made one person when they 
are.byLo ng^ m^Ui or by o ne_jgrSfllV^ ^p'^^-^*'^"'^-Qd ^5C* ■' 
th&t it be doaejD.th_the consent of ev ery .one | 
of that multitude in pte-^iewlftf. For it is the 
unity of the Rf^.prp^^^^, nnt fha unity ^ t>|p \ 
R^resent ed, thsit maketh the person of Xx And 1 
it is the Representer that beareth the person, and 
but one person; and unity cannot otherwise be 
understood in multitude. Andbesayisaiheanyltii 
tudejiaturally is not one but Tnany. they cannnt j 
be understood foriine^hut-many^utho£s.oleTflry- 

thing their rpj^rflRftTlt^AlWa tzmth nr t^nth ir. \}yp^\^ 

name, every roan giving theij^o^mmon repLceaeater 
authority from himself in particular, and owning 
all the actions the representer doth ' {Leviatkanf 
_.>7 95 ■ ' 
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c. xyL^ The only^way, then, in which ao a^^re^ate 



01 men can form bhem fielves into a society for 
mutual defence against outsi3iiCffi]Og3|SigL^^^" 
ajiother*s anti-social tendencies^ is by tinanimous 
agreement to appoi nt aom^ ^ finit.^ man^ 't^r 
number gf^-gjaej^to act as their „xepjces©atative, 
-whose Gommanda a&iijJLLho aggregataos hence- 
forth to regard as issuing j&om himself, and by 
whose actions each henceforth is to regard himself 
as boundj exactly as though Jhey had JmeiL^ier- 
formed-i^JiimselL In this way, the 'laws of 
nature/ the conditions of peace and security, be- 
come actually operative, since by making such 
an agreement, the represented implicitly authorise 
their representer to employ their united physical 
force, as though ifc were his own, in restraint of 
all disobedience to his commands, and thus create 
a coerciTe power adequate enough to give every 
individual personal motives to obey. _ 

' The only way to erect such a common power 
, . , is to confer all their power and stropgth upon 
one man, or upon one assembly of men, that may 
reduce all their wills, by plurality of voices, unto 
one will ; which is as much as to say, to appoint 
one man, or assembly of men, to bear their person ; 
and every one to own and acknowledge himself to 
be the author of whatsoever he that so bearcth 
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their person shall act or cause to be acted in those 
things which concern the common peace and 
safety, and therein to submit their wills to his 
will and their judgments to his judgment. This 
is more than consent or concord; it is a real unity 
of them all in one and the same person, made by 
covenant of every man with every man. . . . This 
done, the multitude, so united in one person, is 
called a Commonwealth. . . . This is the genera- 
tion of that great Leviatlian, or rather, to speak 
more reverently, of that mortal God, to which 
we owe, under the immortal God, our peace and 
defence. For by this authority, given him by 
every particular man in the Commonwealth, he 
hath the use of so much power and strength 
conferred on him, that by terror thereof he is 
enabled to form the wills of them all to peace 
at home and mutual aid against their enemies 
abroad. And in him consisteth the essence of the 
Commonwealth, which, to define it, is one person, 
of whose acts a great multitude, by mutual 
covenants one with another, have made them- 
selves every one the author, to the end that 
he may use the strength and means of them 
all as he shall think expedient for their peace 
and common defence. And he that carrieth this 
person is called Sovereign and said to have 
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sovereign power, and every one besides, his i 
subject ' (Leviathan, c. xvii.). -.^--^ 

One or two points in this deduction call, perhaps, 

for special remark. (1) It should be clear that, in 

spite of his absolutist leanings, what Hobbes is 

trying to express by the aid of his legal fictions 

\^ is the great democratic idea of self- goveyfim ent 

* The coercive powers of the ruler are only legiti- ] 

mated in his eyes by the thought that they give [ 

eflFect to what is at heart the will of the whole / 

/ people over whom he rules; the jovgifijgn is, in 

V / effect, the incarnation of the national w ill. But 

I as his philosophy will not allow him toadmit the 

I reality of any purpose which is not that of a definite 

1 man, he has to conceive of this national spirit and 

\ purpose as having no actual existence until it is 

\ embodied in a representative of flesh and blood. 

I The nation is one man, with a will and purpose of 

I its own, but it is one only by the legal fiction 

which treats the acts of an agent or representative 

08 if they were those of that which he represents. 

To borrow an analogy from the case of the 

individual, the soul of the great artificial *body 

politic' is not diffused over the whole organism, 

'all in every part,' but definitely located in a 

central organ, or brain. This is why Hobbes is 

so careful to insist that legitimate sovereignty 
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must be based on an express or tacit consent of 
every member of the subject body, and also why 
he is afterwards at ^reat pains to argue that 
his favourite fomi of government, the absolute 
sovereignty of a single man, is just the one in 
which, from the nature of the case, the ruler is 
least hkely to have any private interests of his own 
distinct from those of the community, and, in 
fact, is most nearly a mere mouthpiece of the 
national will. 

(2) With Hobbes, as we see, the creation of a 
commonwealth, and the creation of a central 
coercive or executive power^^JJE^n^ one and the 
same act. It is by the constitution of an execu- 
tive that the * laws of nature,' which bid men to 
seek peace and ensue it, cease to be amiable but 
impracticable ideals and become operative realities. 
He is thus the author of the doctrine, revived 
in the nineteenth century by Austin and his 
disciples, that R^vpTf^jgn [ >pwer is in its nat ui:e^j;^ne 
^dindivisiblay-^aud _that there can b e no real 
d istinction between ^ ^^^^ ^VifftTf^^^^ finictions of 

e making ul laws may 



government 

belong to one set of persons, the enfbrcmg them 
by penalties to a second, and the interpretation 
'of themJE^-f>»ct iHular cases tsut t|Sf3r'4vi&-on 
this point that Hobbes's political theory is most 
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strikingly at variance with those of his best- 
known successors.'' When Locke formulated the 
philosophy of the Revolution Whigs in his 
treatises on Oivil Qovemment, he was inevitably 
led, in the attempt to justify resistance to a chief 
magistrate who violates his trust, to make a dis- 
tinction which is opposed to the central thought 
^f Hobbes. With J;^^^^ the fundamental and 

original V«nmfl.1 onrr^riax^.t' finTiRiY|^ft Rimplv in the 

HAt^rnr]^l| ation of a n nTn|iftr of T^ftn tn Iiva in future 
under a jgnnwn and rn mrnon law of a cti onj 
plj j-b eipg guided by the uncert am and fluctuating 
d ictates of individual judgme nf., 7.,^ m iJih^iM fiV 
establish a common legislature. The appointment 
of a definite set of persons armed with power to 
put the decisions of this legislature into act — the 
creation of executive officials — ^is a later proceed- 
ing, and the chief magistrate thus becomes a mere 
delegate of the legislature, a trustee, who may 
lawfully be removed whenever he transgresses the 
limit? of the powers delegated to him. Locke is 
thus the author o f the famous doctrine of the 
t lyision of p owers' beiweeii disiinci^ 'Drancnes' 
of'^^veinSSttf^SrbT'^EKe theory of the import- 
ance of 'constitutional checks,' by which one 
'branch' may be hindered ifrom usurping the 
functions of the others. 
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(3) We might perhaps add that in virtue of his 
definition of the ends of govemment as exhausted 
by the preservation of 'peace and common de- 
fence/ Hobbes may be regarded as a forerunner 
of the negative lais serL-oMer. —doctrine— of, ^e 
functions of the state. JThe sovereign is there , in 
lact, to remove certain standing obstac le s to the 
^ secure prosecution bv his subjects of their in - 

dividnft.1 ftima, to kftftp aofiiftty frnm rftlapsmg int.n 

._ primitive anarg hy. With his defective theory of 




volition, Hobbes can naturally find no place for 
any conception of the state as an organisation for 
the positive promotion among its members of the 
' good life ' or ' civilisation ' or ' progress,' or what- 
ever else we may please to call that ideal of life, 
by which the rationally free man is distinguished 
jfrom the barbarian. The very existence of moral 
and social progress is, in fact, just the one striking 
feature of historical civilisation which his account 
'of human nature, to be consistent with itself, is 
bound to ignore. 

n 
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\ 



That the legitimate powers of a sovereign are 
absolute, and that all resistance to his authority 
must be a 'breach of covenant/ and therefore 
imjust, are consequences which follow directly 
from Hobbes's conception of the fundamental 
conditions of social existence. Jha ^avereign^ as. 
jnfoct, been authorised by me, if I am a member 
The Commomiyalth^ tQ,jiiak o what rogul attbns 
he thinks fit for the preservation of order and _ 
peace, and t^ngft th^ wholft phymral forfte of thft 
commimity to punish .or. pre vent violations o f 
those regulations. .^ R efusal to obey, or resisto nce 
to t he execution of the so vpirftiffn's command is 
thus a disti nct breach of my given promise , and 
ag^sOS3asL4rf-«atH*e,' i.e, the rational con- 
sideration, that covenants ought to be kept, i.e. 
that the making of them is useless unless they 
are kept. TT(m<'^.i tlm iliily nP iimidiidilii^miil 
^J obedience on,.feeDart of the subject. But there. 
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ia no corresponding jduty on the part of the X 
sovereign. He has been expressly authorised to 
niak<3 such regulations as he thinks fit, and, con- 
sequently, no violation of compact can be pleaded 
against him, no matter what commands he may 
think good to issue. Hobbes throws this latter 
part of his argument, which aims at justifying 
the Stoart claim of irresponsibility of the kings 
of England to their subjects, into a curiously arti- 
ficial form. The argument by which the sovereign 
is set up is, he says, one between each individual 
member of a crowd and every other. There 
has heen^ft Affmain^nt bfitwpifi^ i^t he whole com- 
mmrrry ar ftiinb^ no t.hfi onfl part an f] thft Hovfirftign, 

on^_Afi_iith6fe — .Before the creation of the Levi- _ 
ath an, in faacj^ the community _has jxQ corporate 
existence, as such, and the sovereign is, as yet, no 
sbvereign, but only one man, or a number of men, 
among others, and therefore there are no suc h ^ 
parties as sovereigiT and public to bargain with^"^ 



"ofie'another. Or even if we suppose that the 
person'finally created sovereign had procured his 
nomination by private bargaining with individual 
members of the crowd, yet when once he has been 
declared sovereign all these bargains become in- 
valid, since he now, as sovereign, has the right to 
say what agreements shall or shall not be con- 
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aidered bmding. Hence^ no act of a sovereign 



means I 



to wards any of hia subjects can b & . unJnsE^ 

\J co mmonwealth, j ustice, in fact. sim^ JY 

^ obs erving the^ les of conduct wbicb the sovereign 
has laidAomLiLemaihern- c; xrHi^. But if I pl^d 
r^ihat I was not a party_to_the original a greement 
j of every man with every man to accept this par- 
? ticular sovereign, and to acknowledge his acts as 
if they were my own, then he is not Tny sovereign 
, at all, and I am no member of the society which, 
as such, is created by his elevation* Towards him 
and them I am still in * thf^ RfAtft nf ni^ t.nrfi/ ar[d ^ 
/ may without injustice be treated as an enemjij^nd-^ 
I aubj^ct-taallXliat ifr4fietdeiitel lu Lht^ ' m^i of all' 
\ gainst all/ 

It lollows that a sovereign, once instituted, can 
/in Tin mm hn [iiiltiy.gf "^ injiriti^^'ff t"ff^^^^ '^'"T ^^ 
i^his s ub iects. And Hobbes bids us take note that 
in the psalm which, according to the notions of 
the seventeenth century, ojtpresses David's peni- 
tence for adultery and murder, no acknowledgment 
is made that the author had done a wrong to 
Uriah in first corrupting his wife and then com- 
passing his death; it is for sin against God 
that the Psalmist entreats forgiveness, not for 
wrong done to man. So, Hobbes concludes, it is 
the teaching of Scripture, as well as of reason, 
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that the nilAr n^n pever be ii]r\]n«t. to l^ia qutqect, 
and therefore never lawfully accused, judged^or 
condemned by those who have themselves agreed 
to take his orders as the measure of just and 
unjust. Still, it is admitted, a ruler may abuse 
his power, as David did, and if this is not injustice / 
to the subject, it is at least iniquity for which I 
the ruler is amenable to the judgment of God. _/ 
* Though the action be against the law of nature, 
as being contrary to equity (as was the killing of 
Uriah by David), yet it was not an injury to Uriah, 
but to God. Not to Uriah, because the right to 
do what he pleased was given him by Uriah him- 
self; and yet to God because David was God's 
subject, and prohibited all iniquity by the law of 
nature. Which distinction David himself, when 
he repented the fact, evidently confirmed, saying. 
To Thee only have I sinned (Leviathan, c. xxi.).' ^ 
As in a former case, this suggestion of a divine 
judgment to which even the irresponsible sovereign 
is amenable, leaves us in a perplexing uncertainty 
how far it is a concession to the weaknesses of 
orthodox readers, or how far it may represent a 
genuine feeling on the writer's part that there is, 
after all, a moral authority more ancient and 
august than the various leviathans men have 
made for themselves. 
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It must not of course be supposed that it is 
only a monarch who can be absolute. Hobbes is 
careful to point out that it follows from his theory 
of the 'social compact' that every government, 
when once duly established, whatever its form 
may be, is clothed with the same absolute au- 
thority over its subjects. Indeed, it is in the case 
of a ' democracy,' i.e, a state in which the whole 
assembly of citizens is itself the sovereign body, 
that he thinks the fact of absolute authority most 
patent. *When an assembly of men is made 
sovereign, then no man imagineth any such 
covenant to have past in the institution, for no 
man is so dull as to say, for example, the people of 
Rome made a covenant with the Romans to hold 
the sovereignty on such and such conditions, 
which not performed, the Romans might lawfully 
depose the Roman people. That men see not 
the reason to be alike in a monarchy and in 
a popular government proceedeth from the 
ambition of some, that are kinder to the govern- 
ment of an assembly, whereof they may hope to 
participate than of monarchy, which they despair 
to enjoy.' {Leviathan, c. xviii.) JECfiiiifia-isrhow- 
fj^vftr^ of npi njon tha t of all ioTmBofjpstennxitnL 

^^j^s^jljjjl^jlj^^^ for w hich 

Jgnty is instituted, and that for several 
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reasons: 11) A monarch's nrivate interest is 
mpre intittt ^tr^lv W>nTiH np wit.li f.hA mfftrARhg^^ 
his subjects than can be the case with the private 
interests of the members of a sovereign assembly. 
*The riches, power, and honour of a monarch 
arise only from the riches, strength, and reputation 
of his subjects. . . . Whereas in a Democracy or 
Aristocracy, the public prosperity confers not 
so much to the private fortune of one that is 
corrupt as doth many times a perfidious ad- 
vice, a treacherous action, civil war* (lb., c. 
xix.) — a sentence upon which the history of 
the relations of the restored Stuarts with the 
Court of France surely aflFords an entertaining 
commentary^ Q(^ A^ monarch is freer to receive 
ttCtfilj^and to Keep' ihal" advice 



secret, than an assembly. \^^ Whereas the 
resolutions of a monarch are Subject only to the ^ 
inconstancy of human nature, those of an 
assembly are exposed to a further inconstancy 
arising from disagreement between its members. 
Monarchy thus oflFers the maximum of security 
for 'continuity' of policy. \(^ A monarch V 
' cannot disagree with himself oat of envy or ' 
interest, but an assembly may, and that to such 
a height as may produce a civil war' (lb., c. 
xix.). 
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Against these advantages of monarchy may be 
pleaded two disadvantages, (1) the ill effects 
produced by the influence of flatterers and 
favourites with the monarch, and (2) the disorders 
which arise when the monarchy descends to an 
infant or an imbecile. These, however, are dis- 
counted by considering (1) that flatterers and 
favourites, in the form of interested demagogues, 
are as common in popular as in monarchical 
government; and under the former have more 
power to do harm and less to do good than under 
the latter. ' For to accuse requires less eloquence 
(such is man's nature) than to excuse ; and con- 
demnation, than absolution, more resembles justice' 
(Leviathan, cxix.); and that the powers of an infant 
or imbecile monarch can always be placed in the 
hands of a qualified body of regents, and therefore 
any disturbances that arise must be attributed 
not to the inherent defects of monarchical 
government, but to ' the ambition of subjects, and 
ignorance ot their duty ' (lb.). As we have 
already seen, Hobbes's conception of human 
nature and the ends of action precludes his 
reckoning with what a more idealistic philosophy 
would probably regard as the chief objection to 
despotism, even when it is both benevolent and 
capable, viz. the conviction that freedom and self- 
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government are iu themselves goods of the highest 
order, and that a slight increase in efficiency ia 
dearly bought by their sacrifice* 

From the principle that all authority is in its 
nature absolute^ Hobbes has no difficulty h 
vindicating for the English Crown the leadin] 
powers which had been challenged by the 
revolution. In particular, we may note p),^at 
the monarch is in nowise bound to govel 
modern phrase, in accord with the *Acts 
Parhament/ Parliament is merely a body calli 
together by the monarch to advise him as to the 
state of the kingdom and the measures to be 
taken for the common peace. JUxB^vh^m^ an 
elprotf^d PR rliament to b e, in a special sense, the 
' rrprrirrntiihTft nf the people ^ is enHlrrhr un- 
founded. The people are already completely 
'represented* by their sovereign— the monarch, 
and consequently cannot be represented over 
again. What powerB FjriJament hasJt enjoya 
ainrply rr a voluntarY fpft on the part of 



ri 




the real ' representative of the people/ who i a 
therefore free to follow its advic e, to rejec t it^ or 
to promulgateTawTof his own without consulting 
it, asi he thinks best (IL, c. xiii,)- (2) The 
monarch has likewise the right to supreme com- 
mand of all the forces of the community by land 
109 
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and sea; he has been instituted to take charge 
of the common peace, and therefore must be 
understood to be entrusted with the means 
necessary to the execution of the task. T^usthe 
dema nd of t he Lon^ Parliament for cont rol of 
ttin rmlTTifl -|y^^ ^ jy ant ^f usurpati ou. (SyT'he 
mon arch, ag ain ^has the sinl f ^ pght to Irvj.^ Ut>xeE 
at his o wn cKscretion ^ a right specially insisted 
upon by Hobbes with reference to the controversy 
about s hip-money, (4) He has also the right, 
arising from his position as the authority from 
whom aU the rules of justice emanate^ of * hearing 
and deciding all controversies which may arisel 
concerning law, either civil or natural, or con- 
cerning fact' {Leviatkanj c» xviiL), since, apart' 
from this rights * there is no protection of one 
subject against another/ Ij^ would follQW th^n 
that the oppo&itieft-tortbe e'straoMtrmfy jnriijrliji. 

tion of tKft Rtfli- n VintnKnr^ iUn Vnf]nt^\A^i^\^^^] CrsTin, 

mission, and Jjas^-^feinmil ofHba..,North was 
entirely illegitijoate (5) The monarchalso~^as, 
and this is the most important point of all, the 
sole ri ght tojud^^wha^^inions, in Church ^and 1 

Bd: 



/ 




function, as keeper of the general peace, 'licxJ^ 
judge of wJiaT^mions^ md doctrines are averse, 
and what CMidudng to peace/ It follows, there- 
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fore, that „i t^ is for him, a nd for hiin ajfioie, to 
decide 'on what occasions, how far, and what 
men are to be trusted withal in speaking to 
multitudes of people, and who shall examine the 
doctrines of all bo oira hftfo re they be publisKeJ T 



Jb'or the actions of men proceed from their 
opinions, and in the well governing of me n's 
oj)inions consiste ^^ ^^^ '^tHI coToriiinj^ iiT inrn'n 
aii lipns in o rder to their peace and concord* 
( Leviat hfiUi fi t'^"^' } Of the bearing of this con- 
clusion upon Hobbes's views of the ecclesiastical 
supremacy of the sovereign I shall have some- 
thing to say in the next chapter. 

It must be observed that the highly doctrin- 
aire character of this defence of the Royalists' 
position at once lays it open to a damaging attack 
which Hobbes does nothing to meet. He has 
proved conclusively, if you grant the truth of his 
peculiar view of human nature, that Ipeace an d 
fi ^nfior^J are only attainable in political societ y. 
He has also shown that in every political society 
there must be somewhere a cen tre of a uthority 
endowe d with_plenary power s, and only restrained 
in the exercise of them \>y the consideration that 
governmental authority, pushed beyond a certain 
point, will provoke rebellion and so defeat its 
own ends. What he has not proved, but is con- 
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tent simply to assume, is that, as a matter of 
historical fact, this plenitude of power is, under 
the constitution of England, reposed in the person 
of the king, or in other words, that the govern- 
ment of England is really a monarchy in his 
sense of the term. Now this was precisely what 
the Parliamentarian statesmen denied. Accord- 
ing to them, the powers of the English Crown were, 
in point of fact, and had always been, circum- 
scribed by a superior authority, which is described 
e.g. in the Petition of Right, as ' the laws and 
statutes of the realm,' ' the laws and customs of 
this realm,' and they had, as we know, sound 
historical reasons to urge in support of this view 
of the case. As Hobbes never takes issue on the 
historical question, his leading opponents would 
have been perfectly justified in calling his argu- 
ment, as applied to the proceedings of the Parlia- 
mentarians, an elaborate ignoratio elenchi. The 
question at issue between Charles i. and Hampden 
or Pym was not whether the ultimate seat of 
authority in England is 'absolute' or not, but 
where that seat of authority lies. Hobbes's 
evasion of the real question throws a flood of light 
upon the fundamental weakness of the theory 
which treats government as legitimated by ' con- 
tract' Such ajmrd^nd^festj^ to 
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aoBafi^.goint or other, discrepant with the 
actual facts of the tistorical ^nation. A consti- 
tution is not a thing which is made once for all 
by the wisdom of a particular set of persons ; it 
is something which grows up gradually under all 
sorts of perceptible and imperceptible influences. 
At any given time, the various formulae by which 
it is described by those who live under it are 
sure to be only imperfectly consistent with 
one another. Nay, further, since the formulse for 
the most part are things devised to fit a past state 
of affairs, which continue to be repeated long after 
the situation they describe has been profoundly 
modified in fact, they are almost certain to be 
largely false when accepted as an account of the 
stage of development actually reached, long 
before they lose their inherited prestige. And of 
development and progress as great social facts, 
Hobbes, as we saw, has as good as no conception. 
F rnm hir i rrm - ninntinn nf thn p^^f^T^ n f fh ri 

t he m ^erties of the, RTibjp.r.t. One might be 
tempted to think that the latter must be non- 
existent in such a scheme as his. But there are 
certain inevitable limits even to the most unre- 
stricted absolutism, and there are others which 
suggest themselves as soon as absolutism itself is 
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treated as only defensible on a utilitarian basis. 
What these li mits are, according t o Hobbes, is 
explained in GhapieiLXiL-Qf _ the LmwLthanT ike 
* liberty of the subject ' is simply that ptot of the 
supposed original * right of e^ery man to eyeiy- 
thing ' of which he cannot possibly have divested 
himself, or of which he cannot be supposed to 
have divested himself without defeating his pur- 
pose in entering into the 'social compact !--;^^viz., 
the preservation of himself. _g> jg frp^ tl|pAv(] ) ttn 
refuse, even when commanded by the sovereign, 
to kill or maim himself, or to submit without 
resistance to^ those who are charged to kill or 
maim him ;X2) to refuse to confess a crime, except 
upon previous promise of pardon ^.(3) to refuse to 
execute an order to kill another man, and more 
generally to decline any dangerous or dishonour- 
able office by executing which he imperils that 
very self-preservation for the sake of which he 
has entered into social Ufa On this_ground 
HfJ:tbAg.jiiRtififla thpi refusal of 'men of feinininft 
couraigi&' (like himself) to do personal service aa 
soldiers, proridgd th ey are ready to J uraiBh a 
sufficient substitute. Even a band of rebels, he 
holds, may without injustice refuse to capitulate 
except oo a promise of pardon. Tn 1-hftBft fllfrnftrv^ 
tary liberti es we s ubssqueotly ^nd added com- 
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Ahoughts are concerned, TJTon^^- is ahsolii tgly 
} fr6o^ simply becau se ib iBj ^apgfl8i^bfe""to" gtibjectJji ; 



gr ggsion o: 
[s een, is no tfree at all, it being for the sovereign 
to decide what thoughts may be made public 
without danger to the peace. Ith^a_jiuljJ:obe 
added that the authority of a sovereign, of course, 
only hStir^ 
ge neral safo t 



• joii B f Aft he J^ '^aSIF 



to ensure tEe 



, for no covenant can deprive a^man 

eJias-iuL_^ 



of his right to protget himself whjn 
ot her prote ctor. PolitiGal allegiance Js there fore ,^- 
termi natedTtlie lite of the Leviatlian extinguished, ^ 
when a mon arcyia ca. gltUJ:6LLhrwag^ d pui'c^haBiB S V<^ 
his periio nal liberty by submission to_t]ie_esn- '^x 
queror^r when he voluntarily releases his sub-\ 
jects from their obedience, and so declares that he | 
no longer embodies the public will for self- / 
protection. ^ 
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Since it has been already declared that the 

sovereign ZiB' ^e intojoota uf Lho general p^ce, 

has thftjTolfjjghti tft dft^pfTT^^T^ft what opinions ma y 

be safely Jkaught in the commonwealth, it follows 

at once that IB KbEeaTc an all o w uf - g o divisio n 

y between a civil and a spiritual power. In fact he 

holds, as^a man uf the seventeenth century not 

unreasonably might, that the jfiost^potent^ofall 

^ources^fanarchy and_ciYiL disorderJ is.--^ecisely 

the claim of the clergy of various churches to 

possess^anTaherent riglit, not depending on any 

; grant from the political authority, to declare what 

I religious doctrines shall be taught and what form 

of church discipline permitted, and to depose or 

rebel against civil rulers who refuse to submit to 

their dictation on these points, '^nting, as he 

(iid, in tlift^Rftvftntflftnt.Ti fiftTit ury. HobbesTSi] 

.nec essary to plead the cause of E rastianism not 

on ly on grounds ^f vMAnn^ hnh l^y ^ he aid of an 
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nppnn] fjO RrnptitirOj nnd thn con sequence is .that 
nearlj^a half oj LeviatlLan Js ^Js JLen uy by bhe 
ecclesiaatical eQDtrov a]:sji^-4fl--^glucb-- he hofl 4^ 
oppQsa^a t once the Ro trtflnig^t^^lifi Rr.nt.r.h Cnyft 
napter, and the or dinaT y Anp licftn Hip^kUfa^mfa^- 
man. It is impossible in a short sketch lite the 
present to do more than indicate the general 
character of the singular result at which he 
arrives. The M fJ ^*^ ^^^ >Yh ^^^ p ^RitiftR-wftiist he 
s^nught i a^4us^ plthy apho^iKm that T Piligl^n JP^^ jlr^ 

philo soph y but law. That is, the sovereigrrT^ 
authorises the preaching of certain doctrines and \ 
prohibits others, not because the former are scien- j 
tifically true, and the latter false (in fact, we saw I 
long ago that all doctrines about God lie outside ' 
the limits of human knowledge), but because the \ 
former are conducive to peace, and the latter toJ 
discord. And _ our profession of f H\^ ^" ^^^^ 
authorised religion is to be undeiatpod not as a 



our phi^'^ g^r^pT^^'^^-ai-^^bflliA f^ hut M ^ 
declaration of our submission to the ri ghtful poU- 
^^ral i^tifliorit y (if th e sovereign . IJjihheaJia^ then 
tomeet the objectio n that, on his view, our dutyl o 
the sovereign must, w henever th^Q fi^Yi^r^^^fyi \a nn 
' fifidei/ lead us mto disobedience to God. The 
'infidel' sovereign commands us to practise a 
* false' rohgion, God commands us, in his Word, 
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to embrace the ' troe/ Ar e we then to obey m an 
i'ather tban Qod, ari d must the martyrs who diei 
for TE eTauh be accounted crimmalsl Hobbes's 
reply is, in principle, tnat "w^ -nay^.^^t'? j earn what 
iR thft 'tr\ i ^ ' Hip fjonfrom the * canonic al' Scrip - 
ture^ a nd that a writing depends for its 'canon - 

^al.*. f}hf^icii^n.tMr ]^pnn Uj; antbnrJsg^fon_a3^ SUCh bj ^ 

the sovereign^ who also, in virtue of hi s general 
tTgbt to prnbihit. flflpg^r^iis^ teach jng, IB the final 
court of appeal jaatCLthe^inte rpretation of 'Scrip - 
ture/ It must, therefore, be vain to plead our 
interpretations of some work which we regard as 
* inspired' in justification of our refusal to submit 
to the sovereign, _As for the martyrs of history, 
no man can be a 'martyr/ or witness for the truth 
of a revelation from God^ except its immediate 
/recipient. All t hat a njuJther "^nt-tyr ri&rv tagM'fy 
\to ia his belief in t b ^ Trnrtimiy nf tb fi pnrnnn wh iT 
claims to Jmve-recetvedrfeke-^ev^tttien. To reject 
his \ritness is thus not to reject his commands of 
God, but merely to reject the claims of a certain 
person to have had communications with God, 
Now the only way in which a man can prove his 
divine commission is by the performance of 
miracles, and since miracles have ceased, no one 
can now establish his claims to be beheved as a 
ineasenger of God except indirectly by the agree- 
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ment of his teaching with that of Christ and the 
apostles. JBut Christ and the_apostles taught, 
bobh by precept and by example, the duty oT 
submission to civil authorities. Hence no man 

can claim their authority infayo ur of disobedi ence 

to the sovereign. In the purely hypothetical case 
of a man receiving to-day a direct command from 
God to disobey his sovereign, he must, no doubt, 
be prepared to obey God, who can make it his 
highest interest to do bo, rather than the sove- 
reign ; but since he is unable to prove his divine 
commission by miracles, he has no ground for 
complaint if the sovereign refuses to believe in 
it and punishes him as an offender. 

T o moke this doctri ne more palatable^o^his. 
rea4§?SiJ3olihea^Oombin^^ with_an^Jaboxate 
scriptural exegesis of iiis owiij in^the develop^^ 
ment of which he ri vals or Qntd o,$g his_prthqdox, 
antagonists in provision of biblical quotations 
and ingenuitj^fjnterpratation^^not infrequently 
throwin g out remark& bl&_aDMg.ipadons^ of mom 
modern criticism* The fundameatal^pxopQaitiQn 
of the whole scheme i_s^_that^ the * kin gdom of 
God,' spokejQi oMolScriptiira, is not an enclm- 
aeticals ygtem, b ut -^.jaziLgpjgamment in jyhich 
God, as represented by a visible h uman lieuten ant, 
reigns as c ivil sovereig n] This kingdom was first 
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instituted when Moses was directly installed by 
God as His representatiye in the goyernment of 
the Jews, but suspended when that people revolted 
from their lawful rulers, the successors of Moses, 
and set up the kingdom of SauL The mission 
of Jesus was to announce its restoration, not in 
his Ufetime, but in an age yet to come, when the 
righteous are to rise from the dead and be reigned 
over personally by Jesus, as God's representative, 
in Palestine, ^ence the only condition imposed 

tauce into the 
that 



horn the first as n fir.R°«"''y tm m 

rhnrnh wm thoil>nkunw]ndcP^?T^jJ2fJ^bt1l^^"^^ 

Jesus is the ' Me ssiah/ im, the dest ined monarch 



of- the ^"mifl^ ' Kingdom of God 7 3.11 that a 
Christian is obliged to, therefore, as a condition 
of salvation is the belief that at some future time 
Jesus will reappear on earth as a civil sovereign, 
and the intention of then obeying his authority ; 
in the meanwhile the Christian is bound, by the 
express language of Scripture itself, to complete 
submission to the existing civil power. A^^ fnr 
t he ^Church/ whi akL- Some^J Fi^g ^IftJTP^ tr*? ^ the 
'TTTn^H/iTr. fif anri ' aT^Tin^]y]f> ed by Ja^us. and con ^ 
sequently to have a first lien, so to say, on the 
obedience of Christians, Hobbes gives us a choice 
of alternatives. *If it be one person, it is the 
same thiDg with a commonwealth of Christians, 
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called a commonwealth because it cansisteth of 
men united in one person, their soyereign, and a 
ehuTck because it consisteth in Christian men 
united in one Christian sovereign. But if the 
church be not one person, then it hath no 
authority at all ; it can neither command^ nor do 
any action at all . . . nor has any will, reason, 
nor voice, for all these qualities are personal' 
{Leviathan^ c. ^Exxiii.) Tt, v\ ilinrnygnnfl nf If^n^^tn 
that the only coid mission given by Christ to his 
apostles, an3~^ ihem lo th eir successors, was^to 
t mr h Ti nrl pnmnn d^ ^d the only weapon w ith 
which they" irrm nr i nfid ngnin.'^t ^^'^ rAf>HTr>;^rari f 
the poyrar nf ATf^nnu numcation. Le^thB threat of 



Such power as the clergy now exercia s^in nhwBH^T 
iCQuntrieirtbeq TJg- d^riveH^fro jii, find dipi7nf1frnf 
on, the _ politic al 
fountain-^-a^r 



sovereign 



single 




ajqth Qrity._ They are, in fact^ so far as concerns 
their social status, a body of civil servants, and 
nothing more, and Hobbes declares that whereas 
the king of England, as responsible to no tribunal 
on earth, may rightly claim to rule Dei gratia, a 
bishop holds his see 'by the grace of God and 
the king*s permission/ 
The fourth and last division of Leviatftan is 
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devo ted to an unsparing attack, conducted chiefly 

Witk an eye to BeJ Iftt^infta flTgnnnAnt.^ for PflpST 

supremacy, upon ' the kingdom of darkness/ that 
is, the church organised as a society independent 
of the authorisation of the civil power, and claim- 
ing an independent ' spiritual ' jurisdiction to be 
enforced at its peril by the 'secular arm ' through 
the medium of temporal disabilities and penalties. 
The origin of this * kingdom of darkness ' is sought 
in the ambition of the Roman clergy, which led 
them first to accept support and grants of power 
from the Christian Boman Emperors, and finally, 
in the general decay of the imperial system, to 
usurp the place of their original protectors. * If 
a man,' says Hobbes, in one of his most famous 
epigrams, 'considers the original of this great 
ecclesiastical dominion, he will easily perceive 
that the Papacy is no other than the ghost of the 
deceased Roman Empire sitting crowned upon 
the grave thereof. For so did the Papacy start 
up on a sudden out of the ruins of that heathen 
power ' (Leviathan, c. xlvii.). The ghost, Hobbes 
adds, has partly been exorcised in England, first 
by the Tudor sovereigns who overthrew the power 
of the Pope, then by the Presbyterians of the 
Long Parliament who put down the Bishops, and 
finally (we must remember that this sentence, 
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which does not appear in the modified Latin text 
of 1669, was written in 1651), by the Indepen- 
dents, who destroyed the domination of Presby- 
terianism, 'and so we are reduced to the inde- 
pendency of the primitive Christians, to follow 
Paul or Cephas or Apollos, every man as he 
liketh best, which, if it be without contention . . . 
is perhaps the best' (lb.). But, he adds, the 
exorcism will never be complete imtil a bold 
ruler takes in hand the universities, the chief 
sources hitherto of high ecclesiastical pretensions, 
and compels them to instruct their students in 
the true rudiments of political science, and the 
true grounds of political submission. That is, 
said his critics, until the Leviathan is officially / 
made the sole text-book of political science. 
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CONCLUSION 

The true measure of Hobbes's greatness as a 
philosopher was hardly recognised either by his 
own contemporaries in England or by their suc- 
cessors of the eighteenth century. The innumer- 
able attacks of the orthodox upon his theories, on 
the ground of their alleged irreligious and im- 
moral tendency, are mostly of an ephemeral kind, 
but the attitude of Locke and Berkeley, who had 
capacity enough to understand him, if they had 
cared to do so, and who would have found his 
nominalism at least entirely to their taste is more 
significant. Locke never mentions his name at 
all throughout the Essay, and when accused by 
Stillingfleet of arriving at results similar to those 
of Hobbes, retorts with a sarcasm upon the good 
Bishop's familiarity with a 'suspected' author. 
Berkeley mentions him once, in his Alciphron, 
along with Spinoza and Vanini, as a typical atheist. 
Though Warburton, with his usual love for a 
paradox, prided himself on having been the first 
person to discover the real strength of Hobbes's 
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position, real appreciation of his merits in Eng- 
land begins with the utilitarians of the early 
nineteenth century, Austin, Grote, and Moles- 
worth, to the last of whom we owe the only 
approach as yet made to a complete edition of 
Hobbes's works. Down to their time Hobbes's 
chief influence on English thought lay in the 
stimulus his ethical theories afforded to a pro- 
founder moral analysis and a deeper study of 
human nature on the part of antagonists who 
sought to vindicate the originality of disinter- 
ested action and to base morality upon grounds 
independent of positive law. The ethical work of 
Cudworth, of Shaftesbiuy, of Cmnberland, of 
Butler is throughout inspired by the felt need 
to meet and overcome a conception of human 
nature which goes back, in the end, to the 
philosopher of Malmesbury. On the Continent 
the direct influence of Hobbes made itself more 
immediately and more permanently felt. Within 
the philosopher's own lifetime Spinoza had 
adopted, as the basis of the theory of government 
given in his unfinished Tractatiis Politicals, a 
view of * natural right ' and the * social compact,' 
which is, in all fundamentals, identical with that 
of Hobbes, whose influence is also visibly traceable 
in the argument for the freedom of philosophy 
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from theological restraints set forth in the famous 
Tractattts Theologico-Politicus. Leibniz, too, in 
his youthful recoil from scholasticism was power- / 
fully attracted by/Hobbes's clear-cut logical / 
nominalismMjid outspoken materialism^nor did 
he cease to oxpress his admiration for the English- 
man's genius after he had finally arrived at his 
own mature doctrine of spiritual realism. It has 
been shown that throughout the eighteenth cen- 
tury, down to the time of Kant, Hobbes continued 
to be an object of philosophic interest in Ger- 
many. But the detailed facts as to his influence 
at home and abroad belong to the general history 
of modem thought, and necessarily fall outside 
the limits of a brief sketch like the present. 
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